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An integrative cultural view of achievement motivation in learning math: 
Parental and classroom predictors of goal orientations 
of children with different cultural and ethnic backgrounds 
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Supervisor: Diane L. Schallert  
With the remarkable increase in immigration since the passage of the 1965 
Immigration Act, approximately one in five children in the United States has at least one 
foreign-born parent (Hernandez & Charney, 1998). This study was an investigation of 
how students’ perceptions of their parents shaped the kind and degree of motivational 
goal orientations that they adopted in their mathematics classroom taking students’ 
different cultural and ethnic backgrounds into account. In this study, students of 
different ethnic backgrounds enrolled in an American high school reported their 
achievement goal orientations and self-regulated motivations for their math class, as 
well as their perceptions of parents’ goals for them, parents’ motivating styles, and the 
classroom’s goal structures. A total of 138 9th grade Anglo American students and Asian 
American students were included in the data analyses.  
In path analyses, Anglo American and Asian American students’ goal orientations 
were predicted by their perceptions of their parents’ goals for them as well as their 
viii 
 
parents’ motivating styles, mediated by the students’ self-regulated motivation. For both 
Anglo American and Asian American students, autonomous self-regulated motivation 
predicted mastery goal orientation, and less autonomous self-regulated motivation 
predicted performance goal orientations. However, the students’ perceptions of parental 
influence from different ethnic/cultural backgrounds were different in predicting 
students’ self-regulated motivations. Interestingly, Asian American children’s 
perceptions of parents’ controlling style as well as parents’ autonomy support could 
predict their mastery goal adoption via identified regulation, and their perception of 
parental control even predicted their intrinsic regulation. It was also interesting to note 
that Asian American students’ perceptions of parents’ goal orientations for them 
predicted their own goals not only directly but also mediated by their self-regulated 
motivations, unlike Anglo American students whose perceptions of parents’ goals 
predicted their own goals only mediated by their self-regulated motivations. An 
integration of self-determination theory and goal theory is offered, broadening the 
application of these two theories to students of different ethnic/cultural backgrounds. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Statement of the Problem 
According to Hernandez and Charney (1998), approximately one in five 
children in the United States has at least one foreign-born parent, and this proportion is 
expected to increase along with the remarkable increase in immigration since the 
passage of the 1965 Immigration Act. With the growing percentage of immigrant 
families with differing cultural backgrounds, not only are the children having a difficult 
time adjusting to American society, but teachers in U.S. schools are also facing many 
challenges in helping such children to adapt. With these issues in mind, I designed the 
present study with the goals of contributing to an understanding of achievement 
motivation of students with different ethnic and cultural backgrounds, for whom 
perceptions of parental influence might be different. With a focus on the kinds of goal 
orientations students adopted in their math class in an American high school, this study 
investigated how Anglo American and Asian American students’ various kinds of 
achievement motivations are associated with their perceptions of parents’ goals for them, 
their perceptions of parents’ motivating styles, as well as their perceptions of classroom 
goal structures. In addition, in this study, I was attempting to connect achievement goal 
orientation theory and self-determination theory and considering sociocultural 
influences on students’ motivation as coming from both parents and teachers.  
Achievement Goal Orientations 
The perspective of social cognitive theories of motivation has pointed to the 
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importance of goals in explaining students’ achievement behavior (Pintrich & Schunk, 
2002), along with individuals’ thoughts, beliefs, and emotions. This perspective asserts 
that goals are the current cognitive representations of a general “energy” construct, such 
as students’ purposes in an achievement context, and are motivating forces that manage 
students’ learning directly (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). Theorists adopting this 
perspective have proposed that motivation is a process whereby goal-directed activity is 
initiated and maintained. 
Among goal theories from a socio cognitive perspective, achievement goal 
orientation theory was developed mostly to explain achievement behavior and has been 
a favorite among educational researchers for explaining the motivation of students in 
academic contexts in terms of the purposes or goals that students adopt to guide their 
learning. These goals have been found to be related to different learning outcomes 
(Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). Recent research has supported three distinct types of 
achievement goals that students can espouse: mastery, performance-approach, and 
performance-avoidance goals (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; 
Midgley, Maehr, Hruda, Anderman, Anderman, & Freeman, 2000). According to these 
researchers, mastery goals represent a desire to develop competence, improve skills, and 
understand concepts, whereas performance-approach goals and performance-avoidance 
goals reflect a concern with either striving to demonstrate competence by outperforming 
others or avoiding appearing incompetent or less competent than others. The pursuit of 
mastery goals is generally associated with relatively high intrinsic motivation, the use of 
deep cognitive and self-regulatory strategies, persistence in the face of failure, and 
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positive feelings about school and school work (Urdan, 1997, 2004). More recent 
research has supported the proposition that students may have all three types of goals, 
mastery and performance-approach and avoidance goals, to varying degrees depending 
on the situation (McInerney, 1995, Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). This view is often called 
multiple goal orientation theory. 
Prior research has generally supported the claim that students' perceptions of 
the messages they encounter in different contexts, such as the different kinds of 
achievement goals emphasized by their teachers (Ames, 1992; Ames & Archer, 1988; 
Urdan, & Midgley, 2003), are significant predictors of students’ own personal goal 
orientation. Recently, findings have shown that students’ perceptions of their parents’ 
goals for them are significant predictors of students’ own personal goal orientation 
(Friedel, Cortina, Turner, & Midgley, 2007). 
Self-Determination Theory 
 According to Pintrich and Schunk (2002), even though we hold common ideas 
about motivation, something that “gets us going, keeps us moving, and helps us 
complete tasks,” there are numerous definitions of motivation. Not all theories agree on 
its exact nature proposing different constructs such as goals, instinct, drive, habit, and 
needs that get organisms motivated.   
Another motivational theory that has received great attention related to students’ 
motivation is Self-Determination Theory (SDT), first delineated by Deci and Ryan 
(1981, 2002). According to Deci and Ryan (2002), self-determination theory has an 
assumption that all individuals have natural, innate, and constructive inclinations to 
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develop a more unified self. Even though self-determination theory accepts this general 
innate and integrative tendency of the individual, the theory argues that this innate 
tendency toward motivation, engagement, growth, and integrity would be supported 
only when specific social-contextual factors help one to meet the essential 
psychological human needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness. According to 
this theory, depending on other specifiable environmental conditions that either support 
or hinder this fundamental process of human nature, there can be a wide range of 
developmental outcomes from a relatively active and integrative self to a passive, 
reactive, or alienated self. The theory suggests that when the social and environmental 
factors support and meet the essential human needs of autonomy, competence, and 
relatedness, individuals tend to integrate various phenomena resulting in engagement, 
mastery, and synthesis. By contrast, when the contextual factors thwart need fulfillment, 
an individual’s integrating tendency will decrease along with motivation, growth, and 
well-being. Deci and Ryan (2002) contended that human psychological needs provide 
the source for describing characteristics of the environment that support versus hinder 
the organism’s attempts to be active in each new situation, and in this way, self-
determination theory encompasses both an “organismic” and a “dialectical” framework 
for human growth and motivation. 
In this self-determination theory of motivation, various studies have suggested 
and supported that individual achievement motivation is related to the underlying needs 
and support of the needs, especially the need for autonomy (Grolnick, 2002; Grolnick, 
Deci, & Ryan, 1997). Both teachers’ and parents’ motivating styles have been described 
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in terms of whether they are supportive of their children’s autonomy in learning and 
work or whether they adopt a more controlling approach.  
According to Deci and Ryan, self-determination theory describes students’ 
motivation not as a simple dichotomy but as several different types of intrinsically and 
extrinsically motivated approaches depending on different degrees of internalization. It 
has been supported that parents can promote children’s autonomous, intrinsic, and more 
self-regulated forms of motivation by increasing autonomy support and by minimizing 
their controlling behaviors that may lead to children’s extrinsic and less self-regulated 
motivation (Grolnick et al., 1997). Ryan and Connell (1989) also reported that children 
who were high on the less self-determined forms of regulation were likely to be anxious 
about school and to blame themselves for failure, and children who were more self-
determined in their regulation were likely to report a high degree of enjoyment in school 
and proactive response to failure.  
Focus of the Present Study 
This review led me to the following interests and questions. 
First, how would students’ perceptions of parents’ goal orientations and 
students’ perceptions of parents’ motivating styles predict students’ adoption of goal 
orientations? Students’ perceptions of parents’ goals for their academic motivation have 
been less often connected to the kind of perceptions that the students have regarding 
their parent’s motivating styles. In other words, even if researchers have considered 
parents’ goal orientation or motivating styles separately, they have rarely tested how 
students’ perceptions of these various parental influences, beyond their perceptions of 
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classroom goal structure, predict students’ different self-regulated motivations and their 
goal orientations.  
This issue can be explained in another way. Even though these two theories of 
motivation, achievement goal orientation and self-determination theories, derived from 
different perspectives have received much attention, less work has been done on how 
these two different perspectives can be connected to explain and predict students’ 
achievement motivation in their learning. The socio cognitive perspective has put 
importance on students’ goals, and self-determination theory has emphasized autonomy 
support to meet students’ basic psychological needs and internalization, individually.  
However, a more congruent and integrative perspective in terms of explaining 
students’ motivation has not been offered. There needs to be a more integrative 
explanation of students’ motivation in their learning context because there are many 
perspectives on how to motivate students, and there has been less understanding about 
how one perspective of motivating instruction could be related to another. I was 
interested in integrating these perspectives to explain students’ motivation, how 
students’ adoption of academic goal orientations and their academic self-regulated 
motivations (from self-determination theory) could be predicted not only by their 
perceptions of their parents’ goal orientations toward them but also their perceptions of 
their parents’ motivating styles associated with a self-determination perspective. Both 
goal orientation and self-determination theories of motivation have some commonalities 
such as describing student motivation in terms of different kinds rather than simply 
different amounts and focusing on contextual influences on student motivation (Urdan, 
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2000). I wanted to explore how the “energization” issue that a self-determination theory 
perspective more often has addressed, could predict the direction of motivated behavior 
that is the concern of social-cognitive theories of motivation such as goal theory (Urdan, 
2000). 
In addition, I was interested in how students’ perceptions of parents’ goal 
orientations and their perceptions of classroom goal structure are related to each other.  
A final issue that I was addressing in my research was whether there are 
cultural differences in the relationships between students’ perceptions of contextual 
influences, such as their perceptions of parents’ influences or classroom goal structures, 
and their own motivation. Since the study of Markus and Kitayama (1991), the concept 
of the interdependent self from the collectivist cultures and the independent self from 
individualist cultures has received much attention and has generated debate in 
generalizing and finding differences in theories. Even though research addressing these 
motivational issues has mostly been conducted with students in the United States or 
with students of European descent, more recently, research has focused on students 
from cultures that may reflect more divergent sociocultural beliefs and practices, such 
as Eastern cultures.  
A few studies have compared parents with more controlling or more autonomy 
supportive motivating styles in different cultures, to determine whether self-
determination theory, with its emphasis on intrinsic motivation, can be generalized 
across cultures, but results remain equivocal (d’Ailly, 2003; Chirkov & Ryan, 2001; 
Iyengar & Lepper, 1999; Markus & Kitayama, 2003; Vansteenkiste, Zhou, Lens, and 
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Soenens, 2005). In terms of exploring cultural differences in students’ goal orientations, 
the recent interest in studying these issues has again led to inconsistent results (Urdan, 
2004; Zusho, Pintrich, & Cortina, 2005).  
Following in this tradition, my colleagues and I (Kim, Schallert, & Kim, 2006, 
2007) tested and cross-validated a path model that predicted Korean students’ goal 
orientations by their perceptions of parents’ goal orientations, motivating styles, and 
classroom goal structures, mediated by students’ self-regulated motivations. We found 
that when students’ mastery goals were the criterion variable, students’ perceptions of 
their parents’ mastery goals and autonomy supportive motivating style mediated by 
students’ identified (more autonomous) regulation were strong predictors. As for 
performance approach and performance avoid goals, students’ perceptions of parents’ 
performance goals and controlling motivating style were predictors and were mediated 
by students’ introjected (more controlled) regulation. Interestingly, students’ perceptions 
of parental control was associated with students’ mastery goal orientations mediated by 
identified regulation, implying that the degree to which Korean students conformed to 
their parents’ controlling style came from a more autonomous basis, leading them to 
increase their autonomous regulation, not simply their controlled motivation. Such a 
finding was not unexpected given cultural characteristics in Korea, where parents may 
exhibit a controlling motivating style (valuing obedience and conformity in their 
children, solving children’s problems for them, etc., Grolnick & Ryan, 1989) but 
students may want to conform to their parents more autonomously, leading them to 
increase their autonomous regulation, not simply their controlled motivation.  
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In this study, I was interested in examining cultural differences of individuals 
who are residing in one geographical society, an American high school. My focus was 
in explaining the academic motivation of students from cultures of origin that may 
reflect divergent sociocultural beliefs and practices, students of different ethnicities that 
may or may not have experienced acculturation, by integrating parental and classroom 
influences even as they experience schooling in the same school context. In other words, 
in this study, I was interested in students representing different ethnic and cultural 
backgrounds studying in an American high school.  
Purpose of the Present Study 
In general, the purpose of the present research was to investigate the social, 
contextual, and cultural predictors of different achievement goal orientations that 
students of different ethnic and cultural backgrounds adopt in their math class. Most of 
all, I wanted to connect and integrate the two most popular theories of students’ 
achievement motivation in an authentic learning context. As I illustrated before, various 
perspectives have been proposed to understand students’ achievement motivation, from 
a socio cognitive perspective with an emphasis on goals (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002) to 
self-determination theory that emphasizes basic needs and social contexts (Deci & Ryan, 
2002). In attempting to connect and integrate these perspectives, I tried to address the 
role of sociocultural influences coming from parents, teachers, and the greater society as 
these encourage students to adopt certain goal orientations or self-regulated motivations 
in the specific context of learning math. My hope was that this study would broaden the 
application of goal theory and self-determination theory to include that of sociocultural 
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influences coming from parents and teachers. In particular, I wanted to explore whether 
students’ own goal orientations might be predicted by their perceptions of their parents’ 
goals for them as well as their motivating styles. I hoped to capitalize on the great 
respect for parents and interdependence between parents and children of Asian descent 
to see whether students’ own goal orientations might be predicted by their perceptions 
of their parents’ goals for them and their perceptions of parents’ motivating style. I 
hoped to capture the amount of variance in both Anglo American and Asian American 
students’ different goal orientations explained by their perceptions of parental 
motivation variables when their perceptions of classroom goal structure are taken into 
account and when different types of students’ self-regulated motivation are used as 
mediators.  
Research Questions  
(1) Do both Anglo American and Asian American children’s perceptions of 
their parents’ goals for them predict their adoption of their goal orientations in their 
math class? Also, do both Anglo American and Asian American parents’ motivating 
styles toward their children predict their children’s adoption of their goal orientations in 
their math class? Are the students’ perceptions of parental influences significant 
predictors of their adoption of their goal orientations even when their perceptions of 
their classroom goal structure are included as predictors? Also, do regression models 
differ between Anglo American and Asian American samples? 
(2) Do Anglo American and Asian American children’s perceptions of their 
parents’ goal orientation toward their learning of math and their perceptions of their 
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parents’ motivating styles toward them predict their adoption of their own goal 
orientations in their math class mediated by their self-regulated motivation for learning 
math? Do Anglo American and Asian American children’s perceptions of their parents’ 
goals toward them predict their own adoption of certain goal orientations in class? Also, 
do patterns differ between Anglo American and Asian American samples? 
 (3) Do Anglo American and Asian American children’s perceptions of the 
classroom goal structure in their math class predict their adoption of their own goal 
orientations in their math class mediated by their self-regulated motivation for learning 
math via different paths? Also, do patterns differ between Anglo American and Asian 
American samples? 
 In this study, several multivariate analyses were used. Multiple regressions 
were conducted to indicate whether students’ perceptions of their parents' goal 
orientation for them and their perceptions of the degree to which their parents are 
autonomy supportive or controlling in their motivating style would predict students’ 
own achievement purposes or goals, after the influence of their perceptions of 
classroom goal structures was taken into account. In addition, several sets of path 
analyses were used to investigate whether parents’ goals for their children would predict 
the students’ own goal orientations mediated by students’ self-regulated motivations.  
In Chapter 2, I discuss four lines of research: (a) the literature on theories of 
culture and cross-cultural psychology, (b) the literature on achievement goal 
orientations including the work on the role of different contextual influences, (c) the 
work on the influence of parents on their children’s motivation based on self-
12 
 
determination theory, and (d) studies that have addressed cultural differences that may 
influence academic achievement motivation. In Chapter 3, I describe the hypotheses I 
tested, as well as the participants, measures, procedure, and data analysis I performed. 
In Chapter 4, I then present the results of the study, and in Chapter 5, I conclude with a 
discussion of the main findings and a consideration of theoretical implications that these 
findings suggest for theories of academic motivation.  
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Chapter 2  
Review of the literature 
This chapter provides a review of the theoretical and empirical literature. I 
discuss four lines of research: (a) the literature on theories of culture and cross-cultural 
psychology, (b) the literature on achievement goal orientation theory including the work 
on the influence of different contexts, (c) the work on the influence of parents on their 
children’s motivation based on self-determination theory (SDT), and (d) studies that 
have addressed cultural differences that may influence academic achievement 
motivation. 
Culture and Self 
The Construct of Culture in Psychological Research 
According to Berry, Poortinga, Segall, and Dasen (2002), the term culture was 
first mentioned in an English dictionary in the 1920s (Kroeber, 1949), even though 
Tyler (1871) had first used the term in an anthropological work, defining it as “that 
complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, laws, customs and any 
other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society.”  
In one classic survey of definitions of culture found in anthropological 
literature, Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952, cited from Berry et al., 2002) suggested six 
major classes of definitions of culture, which are descriptive, historical, normative, 
psychological, structural, and genetic definitions, and they proposed their own 
definition of culture based on their review, as follows: 
Culture consists of patterns, explicit and implicit, of and for behavior acquired 
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and transmitted by symbols, constituting the distinctive achievements of human 
groups, including their embodiments in artifacts; the essential core of culture 
consists of traditional (i.e., historically derived and selected) ideas and 
especially their attached values; cultural systems may on the one hand be 
considered as products of action, on the other as conditioning elements of 
further action. (p. 181) 
 
Triandis (1994) stated that culture consists of “shared elements of subjective culture and 
behavioral patterns” of people who are in a particular geographic region, speaking their 
own particular language, during a specific historic period.  
Considering these definitions, Berry et al. (2002) suggested that there seems to 
be a clear acceptance that culture is composed, on the one hand, of concrete, observable 
activities, and artifacts, at the center of attention of anthropologists for many years and 
influencing cross-cultural psychologists. On the other hand, culture refers to underlying 
symbols, values, and meanings, and such a view has received more focus in the late 
1900s being adopted by cultural psychologists (e.g., Cole, 1996). According to these 
distinctions, the former view considers culture as being explicitly “out there” and 
considered mainly as an objective context for human development, whereas the latter 
view considers culture as being implicitly “in here,” and considered to be more 
subjective within and between individuals in their shared meanings, practices, and 
minds.   
These different views on culture have led to generally different orientations in 
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conducting cross-cultural research, orientations that have been called relativism, 
absolutism, and universalism (Berry et al., 2002). Relativism tries to understand people 
on their own terms and assumes that all human behavior is culturally patterned, 
avoiding describing and understanding others from an external point of view. This 
orientation does not impose any value judgment and does not show much interest in 
supporting similarities across cultures. Comparative studies are not commonly used 
from this orientation because it considers such research as conceptually and 
methodologically ethnocentric. In contrast, an absolutism view considers psychological 
phenomena to be the same across cultures, and so comparative methods using the same 
measures and assuming the same psychological meaning across cultures are commonly 
used. The universalism view stands between relativism and absolutism. This view 
makes the assumption that basic psychological processes are common to all human 
beings but the development of psychological characteristics is influenced by an 
individual’s own cultural experiences. Measures are developed in culturally meaningful 
versions, and comparisons between cultures are made cautiously, interpreting 
similarities and differences by taking account alternate culturally based meanings. Berry 
and his colleagues (2002) argued that universalism differs from absolutism because 
universalism tries to understand the role of culture in explaining human diversities and 
differences not only similarities, and that this view also differs from relativism because 
it considers cultural comparisons as essential to a global understanding of human beings.   
 These different ways of conceptualizing culture have led to various debates, but 
Berry et al. (2002; Segall et al., 1999) synthesized the various arguments by saying 
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“culture is still a useful notion, and employ the concept as if it has some objective 
existence that can be used to characterize the relatively stable ‘way of life of a group of 
people.’ We also take the view that such an objective and stable quality of a group can 
both influence, and be influenced by, individuals and their actions” (p. 229). Shweder 
(2000) also argued for a middle view, “there is a set of phenomena that despite their 
changeability and almost infinite variability continue to be recognizable behavioral and 
symbolic characteristics of human populations.” Segall et al. (1999) summarized that 
culture consists of both explicit and implicit characteristics and that “how human beings 
modify culture and how our culture modifies us is what cross-cultural psychology is all 
about” (p.23).   
 Before moving on to further discussions of culture, I want to clarify one 
concept, race, as it can be understood in cross-cultural contexts. Segall and colleagues 
(1999) have argued that biologists tend to explain that atmospheric and geological 
separation of groups of people led to less possibility for interbreeding and brought about 
some systematic genetic divergence, with skin color as the most distinguishable 
characteristic of genetic differences in human groups. However, it has long been known 
that genetic differences between groups are not as large as the genetic diversity within 
groups (e.g., Lewontin, 1972). More recent findings have confirmed this, and thus 
behavioral and social scientists tend to refuse to recognize race as a suitable concept 
(Segall et al., 1999). In this project, racial differences in terms of biological differences 
of skin color were not considered, but internalized historical and geographical cultural 
differences, immediate cultural differences, and immediate context were.  
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Culture and Views of the Self  
According to Berry et al. (2002), the dualism of individualism and collectivism 
has been one of the most thoroughly examined contrasts in contemporary cross-cultural 
psychology. There have been many differences proposed between individualism and 
collectivism. The cultural dimensions of individualism and collectivism refer mainly to 
the degree of separateness and connectedness of individuals and groups (Markus & 
Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1995). According to Markus and Kitayama (1991), an 
individual’s sense of self is culture specific to some extent, with different cultural 
groups emphasizing various aspects of self-functioning. Asian cultures have been 
described as tending toward collectivism and Western cultures, especially North 
American culture, as strongly individualistic. Kim, Triandis, Kaitcibasi, Choi, and Yoon 
(1994) also supported that individuals in individualist cultures tend to emphasize 
independence, “I” consciousness, individual initiative, and right to privacy, whereas 
individuals in collectivist cultures tend to emphasize interdependence, “we” 
consciousness, collective identity, obedience, and duty. Triandis (1995) proposed finer 
distinctions within the constructs of individualism and collectivism by adding four 
defining attributes: (1) the definition of the self as personal or collective, independent or 
interdependent; (2) personal goals having priority over group goals or group goals 
having priority over personal goals; (3) emphasis on exchange rather than on communal 
relationships; and (4) the relative importance of personal attitudes versus social norms 
in a person’s behavior.  
It is important to note that individualism and collectivism were originally 
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viewed as polar ends of the same continuum, but these categories have more recently 
been understood as discrete dimensions that exist on separate continua (Coon & 
Kemmelmeier, 2001; Triandis, 1996). Furthermore, these dimensions are contextual, so 
individuals may behave differently depending on the context and whether others in the 
situation are from an in-group or out-group. Markus and Kitayama (1991) also 
contended that the self should be viewed not as a circumscribed whole, but as 
something that varies with context. In investigating parents’ long-term goals and values 
for their children across U.S. ethnic groups, Suizzo (2007) found that all groups highly 
valued dimensions of both independence and interdependence. In the study, parents 
from four ethnic groups, Chinese American, African American, Mexican American, and 
European American, who had children between one day and six years old completed a 
questionnaire reporting their goals and values as a parent. The result provided evidence 
for the coexistence of dimensions of independence and interdependence, such as 
tradition and conformity, relatedness, benevolence and prosocial behaviors, agency and 
self-direction, and power and achievement, in parents’ cultural models in the United 
States. Similarly, when Suizzo and Cheng (2007) examined Taiwanese and European 
American parents’ long term goals and values, European American parents were 
reported to value intimacy more than Taiwanese parents, and Taiwanese parents were 
reported to value conformity more than European American parents. However, both 
groups put the highest importance on agency and benevolence and considered family 
relatedness less important. 
Acculturation, Biculturalism, and Ethnicities in the United States  
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Berry (1997) argued that an understanding of the process and implications of 
acculturation is one of the major contributions of cross-cultural psychology. When 
individuals are exposed to different cultural contexts, they tend to develop and exhibit a 
level of acculturation, which is “a complex pattern of continuity and change in how they 
go about their lives.” Some authors have used acculturation to indicate patterns of 
adaptation that involve only the one possible outcome, assimilation (Vasquez, 1984). 
Also, many researchers and practitioners have presupposed that certain characteristics 
of one’s culture of origin are lost when a new range of skills and behaviors are learned 
from another distinct culture. However, this unidimensional view of acculturation 
continues to be replaced by a consideration of the acculturation process as a 
multifaceted phenomenon. In this sense, bicultural people, who speak more than one 
language, have internalized two cultures to the extent that both cultures are “alive” 
inside of them. Bicultural people find the two cultures taking turns in guiding their 
thoughts and feelings, depending on cues from the environment, and this cultural shift 
guides ordinary aspects of changes in the self, or of the multiple components of the self 
(Cross & Gore, 2002). Research has supported that for bicultural individuals, many 
traditions from the original culture remain in the new culture (Fuligni & Yoshikawa, 
2004).  
Immigrant Families and Asian Americans in the United States 
Thus, immigrant families in the United States may show variation in parental 
investment and parental support toward their children due to their status as immigrants. 
This is in addition to other factors traditionally associated with ethnicity, such as 
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socioeconomic status or cultural beliefs and values (Fuligni & Yoshikawa, 2004).  
According to Fuligni and Yoshikawa (2004), one of the unique characteristics 
that Asian American immigrant families have is the interdependence of goals for 
children and goals for the larger family. Most of the families in the United States from 
foreign-born populations have strong family traditions. For example, Asian immigrants, 
along with Latin American immigrants—who make up three-quarters of the immigrant 
population (U.S. Bureau of Census, 2001)—characteristically have a strong emphasis 
on the role of family members, such as supporting one another in respect to the 
authority of the larger family. 
Another characteristic is that parents originating from Asian countries value 
education and doing well in school (Fuligni, 1997). This characteristic appears to reflect 
a Confucian tradition as well as a view of immigration as a family investment. This, of 
course, includes parental investment in children, in addition to other factors traditionally 
associated with their cultural backgrounds. (Fuligni & Yoshikawa, 2004). However, 
exceptionally high demands placed on these Asian American students can interfere with 
their academic achievement leading them to receive lower grades than their peers with a 
more moderate sense of obligation, who attain the highest levels of achievement 
(Fuligni, Tseng, & Lam, 1999).  
 
Students’ Achievement Motivation and Goal Orientations 
Socio Cognitive Theory: Motivation and Goal  
According to Pintrich and Schunk (2002), in discussing the psychology of 
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human motivation, the Latin root of the word motive means “to move” and various 
construct such as instinct, drive, habit, needs, or goals have been proposed by 
motivational theorists to discuss the “engine” to move organisms to act. The idea of 
motivation is commonly conceptualized as an idea of something that “gets us going, 
keeps us moving, and helps us complete tasks” (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002, p. 5).  
Social cognitive theories of motivation generally hypothesize that individuals’ 
thoughts, beliefs, and emotions influence motivation, and in recent years, these theories 
have emphasized the importance of goals and goal orientation when explaining 
students’ patterns of achievement behavior. Pintrich and Schunk (2002) defined goals as 
“cognitive representation of students’ purposes in achievement situations and are 
motivating forces that direct management of students’ learning and achievement” (p. 5). 
Individuals have something like goals, in their mind, either to reach and avoid, even 
though the goals may not be well formulated and can alter with experience. Schunk 
(1991) discussed that motivation can influence what, when, and how we learn, and what 
we do and learn influences our motivation. 
Achievement Goal Orientation Theory    
 Among goal theories of motivation from a social cognitive perspective, goal 
orientation theories were developed mostly to explain achievement-related motivation 
(Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). Created to understand children’s learning and performance 
and to improve learning and instruction, research on achievement goal orientation 
represents a rich and extremely prolific area of educational research in the last 20 years 
or so. Achievement goal orientation theory posits that students differ in the purposes 
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and goals they have for their academic work and that these different goals are related to 
different learning outcomes. Defined as individuals’ purposes for engaging in 
achievement behaviors (Maehr, 1989), goal orientation theory describes why 
individuals complete certain task and how they approach and engage in the task 
(Pintrich & Schunk, 2002).  
According to Pintrich and Schunk (2002), there were many goal orientations 
identified, and two of them have received much attention. Various authors contrasted 
the orientations in terms of “mastery and performance goals” (Ames &Archer, 1988), 
“task-involved and ego-involved” goals (Nicholls, 1984), learning and performance 
goals (Dweck & Leggett, 1988), or “task-focused and ability-focused” goals (Maehr & 
Midgley, 1991).  
According to these researchers, mastery goals represent a desire to develop 
competence, improve skills, and understand concepts. The pursuit of mastery goals is 
generally associated with relatively high intrinsic motivation, the use of deep cognitive 
and self-regulatory strategies, persistence in the face of failure, and positive feelings 
about school and school work (Urdan, 1997, 2004). Researchers have found the pursuit 
of performance goals is related to the use of surface-level cognitive and self-regulatory 
strategies, being less persistent by giving up when facing failure, and attributing failure 
to lack of ability rather than lack of effort (see Ames, 1992; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). 
However, the outcomes related to performance goals have been less consistent. 
Focusing on performance goals, more recent research has supported two 
distinct types of performance goals that students can espouse: performance-approach 
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and performance-avoidance goals (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; 
Midgley, Maehr, Hruda, Anderman, Anderman, & Freeman, 2000). Performance-
approach goals reflect a concern with striving to demonstrate competence by 
outperforming others and performance-avoidance goals reflect avoiding appearing 
incompetent or less competent than others. Research has demonstrated that 
performance-approach goals showed either positive or neutral effects on intrinsic 
motivation, achievement, self-efficacy, valuing of academic work, and self-regulation 
(Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; Wolters, Yu, & Pintrich, 1996), and that performance-
avoidance goals showed consistently negative patterns with attitudinal constructs 
(Harackiewicz et al., 2002). 
In terms of goals that students adopt, research has supported that students may 
have all mastery and performance-approach and avoidance goals to varying degrees 
depending on the situation, such as the nature of the task, the school environment, and 
the broader social and educational context (McInerney, 1995; Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). 
Arguing for a multiple goal orientations, these researchers have discussed that 
conceptualizing goals in terms of dichotomous categories could be problematic because 
such a dichotomy may mean that these goals are exclusive of each other. 
Antecedents of Achievement Goal Orientations - Personal Factors and Learning 
Context 
Elliot and Church (1997) proposed three kinds of antecedents of goal 
orientation, which are achievement motivation, fear of failure, and competence 
expectancies. According to Atkinson (1957), achievement motivation can be defined as 
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the generalized desire to succeed, and the fear of failure may be defined as the 
generalized desire to avoid failure. Elliot and Church (1997) found that achievement 
motivation was related to mastery goals, fear of failure was related to performance 
avoidance goals, and both achievement motivation and fear of failure were associated 
with performance approach goals. When students concerned about their performance 
perceive their own competence for the task as either high or low, they perceive their 
achievement situation as either a challenge or a threat, which leads to either a 
performance approach or avoidance goal adoptions.   
In addition to the personal factors discussed, Ames (1992; Ames & Archer, 
1988) suggested that any goal-related message in a specific achievement context can 
influence the adoption of personal goal orientations. Such goal-related messages that 
students perceive in a classroom have been called the classroom goal structure. 
Research has demonstrated that when students perceive a strong mastery goal structure 
in a classroom, such as a strong emphasis on personal mastery, improvement, and 
understanding, they are more likely to pursue personal mastery goals (Urdan & Midgley, 
2003). Also, when they perceive a performance goal structure in the classroom, such as 
a teacher’s emphasis on differences in ability among students using normative grading 
comparisons or when a teacher displays publicly the work of only the highest achievers, 
they are likely to adopt personal performance goals (Urdan et al., 1998).  
Parental Goals and Children Goals 
In contrast to the amount of research that has been done on the influence of the 
classroom context on children’s adoption of goal orientations, relatively less research 
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has focused on the role of students’ perceptions of their parents’ goal orientations for 
them. Wenzel (1998) reported that family cohesion acted as a positive predictor of 
children’s mastery goal orientation and negative predictor of performance goal 
orientation. Using open-ended interviews with African American parents to characterize 
their goals for their children enrolled in middle and high school, Gutman (2006) found 
that parents had more mastery goals than performance goals for their children, and that 
parents high on mastery goals had children with a significantly higher GPA than parents 
low on mastery goals. Friedel and colleagues (2007) found that 7th grade children’s 
perceptions of their parents’ goal orientation for them were significant predictors of 
their own goal orientations, even after controlling for perceived teacher goal emphasis, 
with few differences across children of different ethnic backgrounds. When children, 
65% of whom were Caucasian and 26% of whom were Black and most likely not 
immigrants, perceived an emphasis on mastery goals from their parents, they were more 
likely to adopt mastery goals and less likely to engage in avoidance behaviors, whereas 
those who perceived their parents as holding performance goals for them tended to 
adopt performance goals. It is important to note in the context of my study that the 
participants in the Friedel et al. study were not likely to include many immigrant 
children. 
 
Self-Determination Theory and Parental Motivating Styles  
A second construct related to role of parental influences that has received 
attention in discussing students’ motivation is that of parents’ motivating style. Derived 
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from a self-determination theory of motivation, a theory that relates individual 
achievement motivation to the underlying need for autonomy, parents’ motivating style 
has been described in terms of whether parents are supportive of their children’s 
autonomy relative to classroom assignments or whether they adopt a more controlling 
approach. 
Self-Determination Theory 
Self-Determination Theory (SDT), ascribed to the work of Deci and Ryan 
(2002), has an assumption that all individuals have a natural, innate, and constructive 
inclination to develop a more unified self. However, even though SDT presents this 
tendency as a general innate and integrative characteristic of individuals, the theory 
argues that specific social-contextual factors support this natural human tendency. 
Therefore, SDT holds both an organismic and a dialectical framework for human 
growth and development (Deci & Ryan, 2002). In other words, even though SDT 
conceives of humans as active, growth-oriented organisms, it considers this organismic 
inclination as representing only one pole of a dialectical interface, with the other pole 
represented by social environments that can either facilitate or block an individual’s 
integrating tendencies. 
Deci and Ryan (2002) proposed that, depending on other specifiable 
environmental conditions that either support or hinder this fundamental process of 
human nature, there can be a wide range of developmental outcomes from a relatively 
active and integrative self to a passive, reactive, or alienated self. In SDT, descriptions 
of individual motivation are organized with respect to the concept of basic or 
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fundamental psychological needs. The theory posits three such needs, which are the 
needs for competence, relatedness, and autonomy, and these are shown to provide the 
basis for classifying an environment as supportive versus antagonistic to integrated and 
vital human functioning. Once the social and environmental factors support and meet 
these essential human needs, individuals are expected to integrate various phenomena 
resulting in engagement, mastery, and synthesis. According to SDT, the basic needs are 
universal, which means innate requirements, not acquired motives, and they are 
supposed to be apparent in all cultures and in all developmental periods. Although the 
needs could be satisfied through different means, their core characteristics are 
unchanging.  
Parenting Motivating Style and Students’ Self-Regulated Motivation 
According to Grolnick (2002) and to Grolnick, Deci, and Ryan (1997), parents 
can promote children’s autonomous self-determination by minimizing their own 
controlling behaviors that would encourage children to develop extrinsic motivation. An 
autonomous parenting style refers to the extent to which socializing encourages 
independent problem solving, choice, and participation in decisions (Grolnick & Ryan, 
1989). When intrinsically motivated, individuals engage in an activity for its own sake 
rather than for the purpose of obtaining an outcome that is separable from the activity 
itself, as in the case of extrinsic motivation. A parenting style that is controlling is one 
in which parents value obedience and conformity, solve children’s problems for them, 
take the lead in interactions, and parent from their own rather than the children’s 
perspective (Grolnick & Ryan, 1989).  
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The different parent motivating styles have their effects on students’ motivation 
by way of influencing the degree to which students believe that their own actions are 
self-chosen or self-determined. This is the essence of self-determination theory (SDT), a 
model that describes students’ motivation not as a simple dichotomy but as several 
different types of intrinsically and extrinsically motivated behaviors (Ryan & Deci, 
2000).  
According to SDT, students differ in the degree of relative autonomy or self-
determination, depending on the extent to which initially externally regulated reasons 
for acting have been gradually taken in, or internalized (Ryan & Connell, 1989). These 
different degrees of internalization and integration result in one type of intrinsic 
motivation, called intrinsic motivation, and four types of extrinsic regulation. In the 
case of external regulation, a person’s behaviors are not internalized but are regulated 
by contingencies overtly external to the individual. In this case, a person engages in a 
behavior explicitly to attain a reward or avoid a punishment, and the type of motivation 
exhibited is considered as being controlled by those contingencies rather than being 
autonomous. In the case of introjected regulation, people’s behaviors are motivated by 
internal prods and pressures, and these result in a regulatory process that is not fully 
integrated. Individuals with introjected regulation behave because of feelings of guilt or 
shame. In identified regulation, behavior is accepted as personally important or valuable, 
and there is identification with the underlying value of an activity and the beginning of 
incorporation into one’s sense of self. Individuals are more likely to engage in the 
activity with a sense of willingness and volition. Finally, in the case of integrated 
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regulation, an individual’s behaviors are fully assimilated to the self, and it is the most 
autonomous form of extrinsic motivation.  
In this theory, parents’ motivating styles, either controlling or autonomy 
supportive, are said to influence the five different kinds of self-determined regulation 
that students can adopt in a particular academic context. Parental autonomy support has 
been found to be related to elementary school students’ intrinsic and identified 
regulation, and a parental controlling style was associated with introjected and external 
motivation (Grolnick & Ryan, 1989).  
Ryan and Connell (1989) reported that secondary school children who were high 
on introjected regulation were likely to be anxious about school and to blame 
themselves for failure, and children who were high in identified regulation were likely 
to report a high degree of enjoyment in school and proactive response to failure. 
Furthermore, a few studies have found autonomous motivation to be predictive of 
learning and achievement among non-Western samples. For example, in a study of 
Japanese undergraduate students, Tanaka and Yamauchi (2000) reported that 
autonomous motivation positively predicted mastery orientation, deep-level processing, 
and academic achievement, whereas external regulation predicted a work-avoidance 
orientation and was negatively related to academic achievement.  
In comparing the concept of basic psychological needs and personal motives, 
Deci and Ryan (2002) asserted that these are quite different from one another. They 
argued that there are many motives that are not essential for well-being or are inimical 
to it, and that this is important because this supports that attaining one’s goal 
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efficaciously is not enough to ensure psychological well-being (Deci & Ryan, 2002).  
Relationships between SDT and Goal Orientation Theory  
Educational researchers commonly have described the two theories of 
motivation, self-determination and achievement goal orientation theories, as derived 
from different perspectives. Researchers from a self-determination theory perspective 
more often have addressed the “energization” issue, whereas researchers from a social-
cognitive motivation perspective have been more concerned with understanding the 
direction of motivated behavior, rather than its source (Urdan, 2000). In distinguishing 
between needs and goals, Elliot and his colleagues (2002) discussed needs as 
“affectively based dispositions that energize behavior and orient the individual in a 
general way,” whereas goals are “cognitive representations that serve a directional 
function for behavior by focusing the individual on more specific possibilities” (p. 373).  
However, even though goal orientation and self-determination theories of 
motivation are derived from different perspectives, both perspectives have some 
commonalities such as describing student motivation in terms of different kinds rather 
than simply different amounts of motivation and focusing on contextual influences on 
student motivation (Urdan, 2000). In addition, Elliot and his colleagues (2002) not only 
made a distinction between needs and goals, but also attempted to connect the two 
constructs. They argued that individuals’ needs not only lead directly to behavior but 
also sometimes lead to the adoption of goals to channel the dispositional desires in a 
more concrete direction in the self-regulatory process.  
Even though there have been several calls for investigations that would examine 
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the complementary, rather than contrasting, roles of these theories (Locke & Latham, 
2004, for work motivation; Pintrich, 2003; Urdan, 2000), not much work has yet 
explored how these two different perspectives can be connected to explain and predict 
students’ motivation for their learning. Thus, it was a purpose of my study to connect 
the two perspectives by taking different types of academic regulations from self-
determination theory as different sources of motivation and different goals from goal 
orientation theory as cognitive representations that would direct or motivate student 
actions (Elliot et al., 2002; Urdan, 2000).  
Thus, I predicted that different reasons for academic pursuits, represented as 
different kinds of self-regulated motivation, would be catalyzed by contextual factors 
related to the degree of fulfillment of autonomy needs. In addition, I focused on how 
students who adopt different self-regulated motivations, as influenced or catalyzed by 
their perceptions of the goals encouraged by their parents or the classroom goal 
structure, would predict different kinds of goal orientations. Therefore I hypothesized 
that students’ goal orientations would be predicted by their perceptions of their parents’ 
goals and motivating styles for their math learning, mediated by their different self-
regulated motivation. Where Urdan and Mestas (2006) had examined the different 
reasons that high school seniors gave for holding performance-approach or 
performance-avoidance goal orientations, I wanted to expand my focus to the reasons 
behind mastery goals, associating purposes or goals with reasons for learning. 
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Culture and Motivation 
Goal Orientation and Culture  
Research on students’ academic achievement motivation has less often been 
conducted with students not in the United States, or with students of other than 
European descent. However, recently, more research has been conducted considering 
cultural differences in students’ motivation, and recent interest has focused on 
examining the similarities and differences in motivation of students from different 
cultures.  
Elliot, Chirkov, Kim, and Sheldon (2001) reported that in comparison to 
Westerners, Asians or Asian American college students may be more inclined to adopt 
avoidant goals without the negative association to subjective well-being usually found 
in Westerners. Zusho, Pintrich, and Cortina (2005) also reported that Asian-born college 
students who had been in the United States for several years displayed higher levels of 
performance-avoidance goals and anxiety than did native-born students, even though 
the relationships among motives, goals, and outcomes were similar for the two ethnic 
groups. Fuligni and Tseng (1999) found that Asian and Latin American immigrant 
adolescents had a stronger sense of obligation toward family members than did native-
born students in the United States, and argued that family orientation influenced the 
motivational orientation of students. Citing a finding from Fuligni and Tseng (1999) 
that Asian-American immigrant students had a stronger sense of obligation toward 
family members, Urdan (2004a) hypothesized that adolescents with different definitions 
of self may pursue performance goals for different reasons, with students who have a 
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weak family orientation pursuing performance goals for purposes of ego augmentation 
or self-protection, and with students with stronger family orientations such as first 
generation students from collectivist cultures, adopting performance goals out of respect 
or obligation to important family members, although his results provided only partial 
support for the hypothesis.  
Cultural Influences on Motivation from a Self-Determination Perspective  
Recently, cross-cultural researchers such as Iyengar and Lepper (1999) and 
Oishi (2000) have raised the question of whether Eastern learners interpret autonomy 
similarly and value it as highly as Western learners. These researchers have pointed out 
that such experiences may be less encouraged by Eastern learners’ instructors and 
parents (Tseng, 2004). This argument has introduced some controversy challenging the 
generalizability and universality of the concept of autonomy across cultures. Recent 
research of this controversial issue has supported the idea that autonomous motivation is 
still associated with positive outcomes for secondary and college students in Asian 
countries (d’ally, 2003; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). For example, it has been 
demonstrated that autonomous or volitional enactment of cultural practices was equally 
important to the well-being of people from cultures that varied widely ( i.e., Turkey, 
South Korea, North America, Russia). Other studies among non-Western samples (e.g., 
Deci et al., 2001) have similarly showed the beneficial impact of autonomous 
motivation on well-being and adjustment.  
Other research suggests cultural differences in what motivates students and their 
perception of their parents’ motivating styles. Jang and Reeves (2001) reported that 
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Korean teachers tended to be more controlling and more often motivated their students 
by providing rationales about task importance than U.S teachers. Another interesting 
issue was that, not only were parents in Asian culture likely to control their children 
more, the parental control seemed to have a positive correlation with Korean children’s 
achievement motivation (Park & Kim, 2003). Rohner and Pettengill (1985) reported 
that the more controlling Korean children reported their parents to be, the warmer they 
rated them, and a similar argument was contended for Chinese children with an 
attribution to Confucianism (Chao, 1994). Also, Asian American elementary school 
children showed higher intrinsic motivation when a task was assigned by their mother 
but Anglo American children showed higher intrinsic motivation when they chose a task 
for themselves (Iyengar & Lepper, 1999). A few studies have compared parents’ 
motivating styles in different cultures to determine whether self-determination theory 
can be generalized across cultures, but results remain equivocal (Chirkov & Ryan, 2001; 
d’Ailly, 2003; Markus & Kitayama, 2003; Vansteenkiste, et al., 2005). These findings 
call for clearer explanations of the role of parents’ autonomy supportive or controlling 
motivating styles on students’ achievement motivation considering both their cultural 
meanings and the universal psychological needs of human beings proposed by self-
determination theory.  
The Present Research: Cultural Differences in Motivation 
The purpose of this study was to contribute to an appreciation of the cultural 
differences or similarities that may exist when students’ perceptions of their parental 
and classroom influences are taken into account in understanding their own academic 
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motivation. I was investigating in this study, whether children of Asian descent would 
interpret parents’ controlling style differently than children from different ethnic 
backgrounds. Even though children’s autonomous motivations are equally valued in 
both cultures (Chirkov & Ryan, 2001; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005), parental control may 
lead or catalyze children to adopt relatively autonomous regulation, such as identified 
regulation, based on what Vansteenkiste et al. (2005) called autonomous conformation. 
According to these researchers, the constructs of conformity and autonomy may be 
orthogonal (e.g., Dworkin, 1988), and the conformation behavior experienced 
autonomously or heteronomously. Vansteenkiste et al. (2005) mentioned that Ryan 
(1993) argued that a person's conformation to external influences could come simply 
from obedience or from coercion, or reflective of valuing the external factors one is 
experiencing. As a consequence, they contended that when children are conforming to 
societal norms and expectations, they do not necessarily feel controlled in their actions. 
They argued that when children endorse the societal norms and expectations fully, 
conforming to these norms could be experienced as self-determined. 
Then, what role might this autonomous conformation play in the process of 
adopting goals for Asian American students? Parents may motivate students by 
controlling them, because either they think that they own their children or because of 
high expectations about outcomes. They may control their children by setting 
compulsory goals and limits and by evaluating students from their own perspective. 
Nevertheless, their children may feel “autonomously conforming” to their parents, 
leading them to have a more autonomous type of self-determined regulation, such as 
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identified regulation. Perhaps when children showed more intrinsic motivation when the 
task was chosen by mothers in Iyengar and Lepper’s study (1999), it may have been 
because of their autonomous conformation for their mother’s values and because of 
their respect for her choice, leading them to value the task more highly.  
Even if several studies have been conducted considering parents’ goal 
orientation toward their children’s achievement, more research is needed to clarify 
issues such as how the parents’ different ways of supporting children’s motivation and 
the children’s perceptions of their parents’ goal orientation are influencing students’ 
adoptions of different goal orientations. These questions regarding the relationship of 
parents’ influence on students’ adoption of academic goal orientations are addressed in 
this study by examining the possible role of parents’ influence on students’ adoption of 
goal orientations.   
 Importantly, considering the cultural differences represented, it was predicted 
that Asian American students’ perceptions of parents’ goals and a controlling 
motivating style, they may feel they want to conform to their parents more 
autonomously, leading them to increase their autonomous regulation, not simply their 
controlled motivation. According to Deci and Ryan (2002), even if autonomous 
motivation is universally beneficial for individuals’ well-being and adjustment, the 
means by which individuals meet their autonomy needs may differ across cultures. In 
this research, I wanted to explore how Asian American students’ different kinds of self-
regulated motivation would be related to their perceptions of their parents’ motivating 
style, and I wanted to examine the possible differences of patterns compared to patterns 
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shown by Anglo American students. My contention was that, even though children’s 
autonomous motivation may be equally valued and may predict their positive academic 
outcomes in many cultures (Chirkov & Ryan, 2001; Tanaka & Yamauchi, 2000; 
Vansteenkiste et al., 2005), their self-regulated motivation may be differently related to 
perceptions of parental motivating style. I expected that Asian American students’ 
perceptions of controlling styles from their parents may be associated with more 
autonomous motivation, such as intrinsic or identified regulation.  
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Chapter 3  
Methods 
Participants  
Having introduced myself and the study to groups of students in their classes, I 
asked as many as 550 9th grade students from a high school in Los Angeles, California 
to take home consent forms, and a total of 331 9th grade students returned consent forms 
from their parents and completed a series of assessments at the end of the Fall 2006 
semester. I had chosen this high school because it had a high concentration of students 
of Asian origin, as required by my research questions, but the high school also had 
representations of other groups, 39% White (not Hispanic), 27% Hispanic or Latino, 
26% Asian, and 6% African American (not Hispanic). As the principal preferred, I 
included all students in the classrooms I visited, even though only Anglo American and 
Asian American students were the focus for this current data analysis.  
In the current study, where role of parents and classroom goal structures were 
examined on the achievement motivation of children of different ethnicities, not only 
children’s different ethnicities but also their generational status were considered. 
Students’ generational status was coded based on Fuligni (1997). First-generation was 
defined as students born outside of the U.S., second-generation as students born in the 
U.S. with at least one parent born in a foreign country, and third and beyond-generation 
(third+-generation) as students born in the U.S. with two parents born in the U.S. There 
were 42 first-generation students (boys=21, girls=21), also mostly Latin American and 
Asian American students, 163 second-generation students (boys=70, girls=93), mostly 
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Latin American and Asian American students, and 70 third+-generation students 
(boys=32, girls=37, missing=1), mostly of European American descent (see Table 1 for 
sample decomposition; note that the frequencies for other groups not the focus of this 
dissertation are provided for illustration purposes only).  
 
Table 1. Sample Decomposition According to Generation and Ethnic Background 
 Generations    
Ethnic background First Second Third+  Total 
Asian American 21 56 4  81 
Anglo American 4 10 51  65 
African American 1 4 9  14 
Latin American 12 73 6  91 
Middle East Asian American 4 20 0  24 
Mixed background     54 
Missing      2 
Total 42 163 70  331 
*Bold numbers indicate number of students who were included in data analysis for the 
current study. 
 
In the end, a total of 138 9th grade Anglo American students (n=61; boys=34, 
girls=27) and Asian American students (n=77; boys 35, girls=42) were included in data 
analyses. For Anglo American students, only 2nd generation (n=10) and 3rd generation 
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(n=51) students were included. The actual country backgrounds of 2nd generation Anglo 
American students were Canada, Poland, and Russia. For Asian American students, 
only 1st generation (n=21) and 2nd generation (n=56) were included. The countries of 
origin of these Asian American students were China, Hong Kong, India, Korea, Taiwan, 
Thailand, and Vietnam. Their ages ranged from 14 to 16.  
Procedure 
The data collection was conducted over a two-week period at the school. In the 
first week, I met students in their classes for the first time, briefly presented the purpose 
of this study, and asked the students to take home a consent form to one of their parents 
for participation in this study. One week later, all students returning consent forms 
received a stapled set of assessments with a small reward (a pencil with a University of 
Texas at Austin logo). Directions stressed that their responses would be kept 
confidential and not revealed to their teachers and parents. Because the assessments 
needed to be tied to a specific class context, the students were asked to answer 
questionnaires with their math class in mind. I provided translated Korean and Spanish 
versions of the questionnaire at the request of the school principal. One student opted to 
answer the Korean version and one student asked for the Spanish version. Teachers in 
the classrooms helped me in making decisions as to whether I should offer the Korean 
and Spanish versions of the questionnaire. Students completed the questionnaires either 
in their Living Skills class or in their Geography class. It took less than 20 minutes to 
finish the task.  
Measures 
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The students completed five scales designed to identify their personal 
achievement goal orientations, perceptions of classroom goal structure, perceptions of 
parents’ goal orientations, perceptions of parents’ motivating style--controlling or 
autonomy supportive, and students’ self-regulated motivation, respectively. All items 
used a 7-point Likert scale, with 1 = not at all true, and 7 = very true. On the 
demographic questionnaire, students were asked questions about age, sex, ethnicity, 
generation, birth place, year in school, and particular math class.  
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to measure scale reliabilities and confirmatory 
factor analysis was performed for each scale to identify distinct but correlated latent 
factors. Some items were deleted when the items either cross loaded or had low 
loadings on the factor. Because of small sample size for the two samples, I conducted 
the reliability and validity analyses on the sample of participants as a whole (N=138) 
and not for each ethnic groups.  
Personal achievement goal orientations. Students’ personal achievement goal 
orientations were measured by the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Survey -- Personal 
Achievement Goal Orientations (Midgley et al., 2000) with reference to the domain of a 
math class. The measure consisted of three subscales, mastery goal orientation (e.g., 
“It’s important to me that I learn a lot of new concepts this year”; 5 items; α=.90), 
performance-approach goal orientation (e.g., “It’s important to me that other students in 
my class think I am good at my class work”; 5 items; α=.86), and performance-
avoidance goal orientation (e.g., “It’s important to me that I don’t look stupid in class”; 
4 items; α=.76). For each of the subscales, a high score means that the students 
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endorsed that goal as a personal achievement goal orientation. 
Perceptions of classroom goal structure. Students’ perceptions of their 
classroom goal structure were also measured by the Patterns of Adaptive Learning 
Survey (PALS; Midgley et al., 2000) with reference to their math class. The measure 
consisted of the same three subscales, mastery goal structure (e.g., “In our class, how 
much you improve is really important”; 5 out of 6 original items were used; α=.89), 
performance-approach goal structure (e.g., “In our class, getting good grades is the main 
goal”; 3 items; α=.80), and performance-avoidance goal structure (e.g., “In our class, 
it’s important that you don’t make mistakes in front of everyone”; 5 items; α=.85).   
Perceptions of parents’ goal orientations for students. Students’ perceptions of 
their parents’ goal orientation for them was measured by an adaptation I made of the 
PALS for Parents scale originally developed by Midgley et al. (2000). The original 
scale measured only parental mastery and parental performance goal orientation with 11 
items in all. I added 4 items to the scale to differentiate between performance-approach 
and performance-avoidance parental goal orientations, resulting in a total of 15 items. 
However, in a factor analysis, both the parental performance-approach and 
performance-avoidance goal items loaded on only one factor, so I combined the two 
subscales in all further analyses as the Parent Performance Goal Orientation. The two 
final subscales were: perception of parental mastery (e.g., “My parents want me to 
understand my class work, not just memorize how to do it”; 6 items; α=.78) and 
perception of parental performance goal orientation (e.g., “My parents would like me to 
show others that I am good at class work,” “My parents think that it’s important not to 
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do worse than other students”; 5 original and 4 developed items were used; α=.90).  
Perception of parents’ motivating style – controlling or autonomy supportive. 
Students’ perceptions of their parents’ controlling or autonomy support motivating 
styles were measured by 13 out of the 15 original items from a scale developed by 
Robbins (1994). Two eliminated items came from the controlling scale and autonomy 
supportive scale, and the two items were dropped because the item cross-loaded on both 
factors in factor analysis. Two subscales were used, perception of parental controlling 
style (e.g., “My parents tell me exactly how to do my work”; 5 out of 6 original items 
were used; α=.85) and perception of parental autonomy supportive (e.g., “My parents 
try to understand how I see things”; 8 out of 9 original items were used; α=.88).  
Self-Regulation Questionnaire - Academics (SRQ-A). Four types of student self-
regulated motivation were measured by Ryan and Connell’s (1989) Self-Regulation 
Questionnaire – Academics. The items were modified slightly to ask students their 
reasons for studying mathematics, with a statement preceding the items that asked, 
“Why do you study mathematics?” Following the confirmatory factor analysis, several 
items in each of the four subscales needed to be dropped because of cross or low 
loadings. In particular, 6 of the original 9 external regulation items were deleted from 
the final scale, because the meanings of the items were not purely external (e.g., 
“because that’s what I’m supposed to do”). Factor analysis still confirmed the following 
four factors: external regulation (e.g., “because I will get in trouble if I don’t do well”; 3 
out of 9 original items were used; α=.84); introjected regulation (e.g., “because I’ll be 
ashamed of myself if it doesn’t get done”; 4 out of 9 original items were used; α=.78); 
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identified regulation (e.g., “because it’s important to me to work on my class work”; 6 
out of 7 original items were used; α=.88), and intrinsic motivation (e.g., “because I 
enjoy math”; 4 out of 7 original items were used; α=.95).  
Hypotheses 
My goal in this study was to answer the overall question of what are the 
predictors of children’s adoption of mastery goal orientation, performance approach 
goal orientation, and performance avoidance goal orientation. The specific research 
questions and hypotheses I tested are listed below.  
Research Question 1. Do both Anglo American and Asian American 
children’s perceptions of their parents’ goals toward them predict their adoption of their 
goal orientations in their math class? Also, do both Anglo American and Asian 
American parents’ motivating styles toward their children predict their children’s 
adoption of their goal orientations in their math class? Are the students’ perceptions of 
parental influences significant predictors of their adoption of their goal orientations 
even when their perceptions of their classroom goal structure are included as predictors? 
Also, do regression models differ between Anglo American and Asian American 
samples? 
Hypothesis 1. It was hypothesized that both Anglo American and Asian 
American children’s perceptions of their parents’ goal orientations toward their 
achievement and their parents’ motivating styles would significantly predict their own 
purposes or goals in their math class, after taking perceived classroom goal structure 
into account.  
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Rationale. Friedel and her colleagues (2007) provided evidence that students’ 
perceptions of their parents’ goals toward them are significant predictors of students’ 
own personal goal orientations, when even their perceptions of classroom goal 
structures were considered. I am proposing here that not only students’ perceptions of 
their parents’ goals but also their perceptions of their parents’ motivating styles would 
predict their own personal goal orientations.   
Hypothesis 1(a). Children’s perceptions of their parents’ mastery goal 
orientation toward their learning of math and their parents’ motivating styles will 
significantly predict their adoption of mastery goal orientation, after taking perceived 
classroom mastery goal structure into account.  
Hypothesis 1(b). Children’s perceptions of their parents’ performance goal 
orientation toward their achievement and their parents’ motivating styles will 
significantly predict their adoption of performance approach goal orientation, after 
taking perceived classroom performance approach goal structure into account.  
Hypothesis 1(c). Children’s perceptions of their parents’ performance goal 
orientation toward their achievement and their parents’ motivating styles will 
significantly predict their adoption of performance avoidance goal orientation, after 
taking perceived classroom performance avoidance goal structure into account.  
 
Research Question 2. Do Anglo American children’s perceptions of their 
parents’ goal orientation toward their learning of math and their perceptions of their 
parents’ motivating styles toward them predict their adoption of their own goal 
orientations in their math class mediated by their self-regulated motivation for learning 
math? Also, do Anglo American children’s perceptions of their parents’ goals toward 
them predict their own adoption of certain goal orientations in class? 
Hypothesis 2. It was hypothesized that Anglo American children’s perceptions 
of their parents’ goal orientation toward their learning of math and their perception of 
their parents’ motivating styles toward them would predict their adoption of goal 
orientations in their math class mediated by their self-regulated motivation for the 
learning via different paths (see Figure 1). 
 
Figure 1. Hypothesized model of predictors of Anglo American children’s goal 
orientations: Parent variables 
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Rationale. I was proposing here that Anglo American children’s perceptions of 
their parents’ goals and motivating styles would predict their own personal goal 
orientations, mediated by the students’ self-regulated motivations for their learning of 
math. In other words, the children’s perceptions of kinds of goals that their parents have 
and the way their parents communicate these goals to them would predict different self-
regulated motivations and goal orientations of the children. According to Ryan and 
Connell (1989), children who are high on introjected regulation, which is a relatively 
controlled form of self-regulated motivation, are likely to be anxious about school and 
to blame themselves for failure, which would relate to performance goal orientation. 
These researchers also claimed that children who were high in identified regulation, 
which is a relatively autonomous form of self-regulated motivation, were likely to 
report a high degree of enjoyment in school and proactive response to failure, which 
would relate to mastery goal orientation. I also hypothesized that the children’s own 
self-regulated motivations and their own goal orientations would be predicted by their 
perception of their parents’ goals and motivating styles differently. For example, the 
children’s perceptions of their parents’ mastery goals for them and parental autonomy-
supportive motivating style would predict their children’s adoption of mastery goal 
orientation, mediated by either intrinsic or identified regulation. 
Hypothesis 2(a). Anglo American children’s perceptions of their parents’ 
mastery goal orientation toward their learning of math and their parents’ autonomy 
supportive motivating style would significantly predict their adoption of a mastery goal 
orientation mediated by either intrinsic or identified regulation. 
48 
 
Hypothesis 2(b). Anglo American children’s perceptions of their parents’ 
performance goal orientation toward their learning of math and their parents’ 
controlling motivating style would significantly predict their adoption of performance 
approach goal orientation mediated by introjected regulation. Their intrinsic regulation 
would also predict their adoption of a performance approach goal orientation. 
Hypothesis 2(c). Anglo American children’s perceptions of their parents’ 
performance goal orientation toward their learning of math and their parents’ 
controlling motivating style would significantly predict their adoption of a performance 
avoidance goal orientation mediated by either introjected or external regulation. 
 
Research Question 3. Do Asian American children’s perceptions of their 
parents’ goal orientation toward their learning of math and their perceptions of their 
parents’ motivating styles toward them predict their adoption of their own goal 
orientations in their math class mediated by their self-regulated motivation for learning 
math? Do Asian American children’s perceptions of their parents’ goals toward them 
predict their own adoption of certain goal orientations in class? Also, do patterns differ 
between Anglo American and Asian American samples? 
Hypothesis 3. It was hypothesized that Asian American children’s perceptions 
of their parents’ goal orientation toward their learning of math and their perceptions of 
their parents’ motivating styles toward them would predict their adoption of goal 
orientations in their math class mediated by their self-regulated motivation for the 
learning via different paths. Thus I proposed the different path model for both Anglo 
American and Asian American samples (see Figure 2). 
 
Figure 2. Hypothesized model of predictors of Asian American children’s goal 
orientations: Parent variables 
 
 
Rationale. The same rationale behind Hypotheses 2 would apply to Hypothesis 
3, with the exception that cultural differences are to be considered. I assumed that Asian 
American children’ perceptions of their parents’ motivating styles, especially their 
parents’ controlling motivating style, may predict their own self-regulated motivations 
of not only external or introjected regulations, but also internal or identified regulations. 
In particular, the children’s perceptions of their parents’ controlling motivating styles 
would predict their own mastery goal orientation via their identified regulation. Given 
the characteristics of Asian cultural backgrounds, I hypothesized that even when parents 
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avoidance goal orientation mediated by either introjected or external regulation. 
may exhibit a controlling motivating style, such as valuing obedience and conformity in 
their children and solving their children’s problems for them, (Grolnick & Ryan, 
students may want to conform to their parents more autonomously, which could
catalyze them to
ion.   
Hypothesis 3(a). Asian American children’s perceptions of their parents’ 
mastery goal orientation toward their learning of math and their parents’ autonomy 
supportive motivating style would significantly predict their adoption of a mastery goa
orientation mediated by either intrinsic or identified regulation. Different from Anglo
American children, Asian American children’s adoption of mastery goal orientation 
would be also predicted by their perceptions of their parents’ controlli
ing style mediated by either intrinsic or identified regulation. 
Hypothesis 3(b). Asian American children’s perceptions of their pare
performance goal orientation toward their learning of math and their parents’ 
controlling motivating style would significantly predict their adoption of a performance 
approach goal orientation mediated by introjected regulation. Their intrinsic re
lso predict their adoption of a performance approach goal orientation. 
Hypothesis 3(c). Asian American children’s perceptions of their parent
performance goal orientation toward their learning of math and their parents’ a 
controlling motivating style would significantly predict their adoption of a perfor
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Hypothesis 4. It was hypothesized that Anglo American children’s perceptions 
of the classroom goal structure would significantly predict their own purposes or goals 
in their math
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Figure 3. Hypothesized model of pre
orientations: Classroom variables  
 
Rationale. The similar rationale for Hypothesis 2 would apply to this 
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ths? Also, do patterns differ between Anglo American and Asian 
America
Hypothesis 4, I was proposing that students’ perceptions of classroom goal structures 
would predict their own p
ions for learning. 
Hypothesis 4(a). Anglo American children’s perceptions of a classroom as 
representing a mastery goal structure would significantly predict their adoptio
 goal orientation mediated by either intrinsic or identified regulation. 
Hypothesis 4(b). Anglo American children’s perceptions of a classroom 
performance approach goal structure would significantly predict their adoption of
performance approach goal orientation mediated by introjected regulation. Their 
intrinsic reg
ion 
Hypothesis 4(c). Anglo American children’s perceptions of a classroom 
performance avoidance goal structure would significantly predict their adoption of 
performance
re
Research Question 5. Do Asian American children’s perceptions of the 
classroom goal structure in their math class predict their adoption of their own goal 
orientations in their math class mediated by their self-regulated motivation for learning
math via different pa
n samples? 
Hypothesis 5. It was hypothesized that Asian American children’s perceptions 
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Figure 4. Hypothesized model of pre
orientations: Classroom variables  
 
Rationale. The same rationale for Hypothesis 4 would apply to this Hypothes
5, with the exception that cultural differences are to be considered. Previous research 
suggests that in comparison to Westerners, students of Asian descent seem to approac
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 a mastery goal 
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ulation will also predict their adoption of a performance approach goal 
orientat
goals in an avoidant manner (Elliot, Chirkov, Kim, & Sheldon, 2001). According to
Elliot et al. (2001), individuals who generally endorse an independent view of self 
respond to information with an approach-oriented manner, but individuals who esp
an interdependent view of self respond to information with an avoidance-oriented 
manner. Previous research also supports the assumption that Asian American students 
display a greater fear of academic failure with a strong belief that if they do poorly
school, this will have negative consequences on their future (Zusho et al., 2003). 
Performance approach goals and avoidance goals have been much more strongly 
endorsed by Asian American samples than by Anglo-American samples. So it was 
hypothesized that Asian-American students would have higher levels of their own 
performance approach or avoidance goals or perceived parental performance goals o
performance approac
n students. 
Hypothesis 5(a). Asian American children’s perceptions of a classroom 
mastery goal structure will significantly predict their adoption of
ion mediated by either intrinsic or identified regulation. 
Hypothesis 5(b). Asian American children’s perceptions of a classroom 
performance approach goal structure will significantly predict their adoption of a 
performance approach goal orientation mediated by introjected regulation. Their 
intrinsic reg
ion 
Hypothesis 5(c). Asian American children’s perceptions of a classroom 
55 
 
 avoidance goal orientation mediated by either introjected or external 
Data An
o, 
elow I provided a brief description of path analysis and multi-
sample 
of the 
s spurious aspects of observed correlations to assess path coefficients 
simultan
 
performance avoidance goal structure will significantly predict their adoption of a 
performance
regulation. 
alysis 
I conducted several hierarchical multiple regressions and path analyses that 
involved the estimation of a structural model of observed variables (Kline, 2005). Als
several multi-sample path analyses were conducted that involved the estimation of a 
structural model of observed variables across two samples (Kline, 2005), the Anglo 
American sample and Asian American sample. All analyses were conducted using the 
MPLUS program version 3.11 (Muthen & Muthen, 1998-2004) with the significance 
level set as alpha .05. B
path analysis.  
Path Analysis. The technique of path analysis estimate supposes true relations 
among observed variables using a covariance matrix, which includes correlation, 
observed variables (Kline, 2005). Correlation could imply both true relation and 
spurious associations due to common cause, so the overall goal of the path analysis is to 
estimate true versu
eously.  
Evaluation of a path model can involve assessing how well the observed 
correlations or covariances are accounted for by the path model. Maximum Likelihood 
(ML) estimation is used to estimate the coefficients (Kline, 2005). The assumptions of 
ML estimation include: independence of the observations, multivariate normality of the
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endogenous variables, independence of the exoge
specification of the model (Kline, 2005). 
According to Keith (2006), the steps for path analysis are to develop a mode
check the identification of the model, to measure the variables in the model, and to 
estimate the model. In developing a model, theory has to be considered, and in the s
of estimating the model with the data being collected, a covariance matrix must be 
developed from the raw data. For this study, the pairwise deletion method was used to 
deal with missing data. The goodness of fit given the data was tested by the chi-s
test statistic to determine whether the hypothesized model was plausible or not. 
However, considering the sensitivity of chi-square statistic to sample size, other fit 
indices were examined based on Hu and Bentler’s (1999) recommendations (CFI >.95 
and SRMR<.10, or RMSEA<.06 and SRMR<.10). Whenever the goodness of fit of the 
proposed path model was not good given the data, I made respecifications in the initi
path model to improve the goodness of the fit. These respecifications were based 
empirical indices, but also, on a theoretical rationale for the respecification. The
Lagrange Multiplier (LM) test was used; adding a path based on the Lagrange 
Multiplier (LM) test, which is a Modification Index (MI), should be theoretically 
meaningful and statistically significant (Kline, 2005). The value of LM estimates the 
amount by which the overall model χ2 would decrease when the particular fixed
path is freely estimated. The greater the value of MI, the more the overall fit is 
improved when the path is added to the model. Add
al 
on 
 
-to-zero 
ing a path was done one step at a 
time to see whether the χ 2 dropped significantly.  
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Recently, Structure Equation Modeling (SEM), which is considered a synthesi
of path analysis and confirmatory factor analysis, has emerged as a newly developed 
technique to analyze multivariate causal relations of latent variables. Therefore, it has
been sometimes considered that path analysis is a less interesting or facile procedure 
than other varieties of SEM (Kline, 2005). However, Kline (2005) contends that this 
impression is mistaken because by design or default, and due to resource limitation, 
sometimes single indicators of variables are used. Still, many of the same concepts h
true for SEM and path analysis. Also, he reported that 25% of SEM published in 16
psychology journal in 1990s published studies using path analysis (MacCallum & 
Austin, 2000). In my study, the main reason to use path analysis rather than SEM is 
because of the limited
osed model. 
Multi-Sample Path Analysis. There are several ways to conduct a multi sam
path analysis, which is an estimate of a model across all samples at the same time 
(Kline, 2005). In this study, group differences either on any individual parameter or 
group of parameters were examined by using a technique that constrains the param
of different groups equally and simultaneously. According to Kline, a cross-group 
equality constraint forces the analysis program to get equal unstandardized estim
that parameter within all samples. Then, the fit of the constrained model can be 
compared with the fit of the unconstrained model with the chi-square difference statisti
The purpose of a chi-square difference test is to test whether the all constrained 
appears to fit significantly worse than the unconstrained model. If the fit of the 
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constrained model is much worse than that of unconstrained model with a large c
square difference, it can be assumed that the parameters may not be equal in the 
samples. If this chi-square difference test shows that two models are not significantly 
different each other, then it can be assumed that samples are not different in their model. 
It is important to consider that estimates of an unconstrained model will usual
unequal in the standardized solution in cases when the groups have different 
variabilities, and standardized estimates h
t variables within each sample.  
In the following section, more concrete analysis methods including multip
on analyses, path analyses, and multi-group path analyses are discussed.  
Analysis for hypotheses 1 (hypothesis 1(a), 1(b), and 1(c)). As preliminary 
analyses, descriptive statistics and group mean comparisons were calculated for
groups of Anglo American and Asian American students for the major student, 
classroom, and parent variables. 
ariables for each group. 
As primary analyses, several hierarchical multiple regressions were cond
to determine the contributions of independent variables, students’ perceptions of 
parental and classroom variables, and their different types of self-regulated motivat
on each of the three goal orientations for learning math for the two student groups 
representing different ethnic backgrounds. To determine the contributions of parental 
and classroom variables in predicting children’s goal orientations, children’s perceptio
of their parents’ goal orientations were entered at step 1, their perceptions of parents’ 
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and Bentler 
controlling and autonomy motivating styles were entered at step 2, their perceptio
classroom goal structures were entered at step 3, and their own four types of self-
regulated motivati
t step 4.  
Analysis for hypotheses 2 (2(a), 2(b), 2(c)) and hypotheses 3 (3(a), 3(b), 3(c)).
For the analysis for hypotheses 2 (2(a), 2(b), 2(c)) and hypotheses 3 (3(a), 3(b), 3(
individual path analyses were first examined for each of the two samples, Anglo 
Americans and Asian Am
d.  
The two sets of individual path analyses were examined to see the contrib
of independent parent variables on each of the three goal orienta
, Anglo Americans and Asian Americans, separately.  
To test hypotheses 2 (2(a), 2(b), 2(c)), Anglo American students’ perceptions of
their parents’ goal orientations, their perceptions of their parents’ autonomy supportive 
or controlling motivating styles, and students’ self-regulated motivations were enter
in a path model to explain students’ adoption of each goal orientation based on the 
hypothesized model (Figure 1). The three hypotheses (2(a), 2(b), 2(c)) were tested on 
the one model that describes the pattern of interrelationships among variables. In this 
analysis, I investigated whether the hypothesized model was plausible or not. When th
model seemed plausible based on the indices of fits recommended by Hu 
(1999) (CFI >.95 and SRMR<.10, or RMSEA<.06 and SRMR<.10), the 
interrelationships among variables were interpreted based on the hypothesized model. 
60 
 
n 
re performed for 
the initi
 same analyses weree performed 
but usin
g 
 of 
s were examined, and then all paths were constrained 
and fit w
to fit 
ume 
er (p< 0.05), I could assume that the 
two sam
When the fit of the initial hypothesized model was not good, respecifications based o
MI and theory were made. Whenever a path was added based on MI and theory, the 
model was rerun with the change, noting the goodness of fit information. To examine 
whether the χ 2 had dropped significantly, chi square difference tests we
al hypothesized model compared to the final modified model.  
Also, to test hypotheses 3 (3(a), 3(b), 3(c)), the
g the data from the Asian American students. 
Then, a test of invariance across multi group samples was examined. Accordin
to Byrne (1998), prior to testing for invariance across multi group samples, it is usual 
first to establish a baseline model that includes all paths to be examined. Therefore, a 
baseline model was developed that included all paths to be examined in both models
Anglo American and Asian American. In testing for invariance, first, all paths were 
unconstrained and the fit indice
ere again examined.  
Once the fit of both the unconstrained model and the all-constrained model 
seemed plausible, then I performed a Chi-square difference test. The purpose of the chi-
square difference test here was to test whether the all constrained model appeared 
significantly worse than the unconstrained model. If this test showed that the two 
models were not significantly different from each other (p> 0.05), then I could ass
that the two samples did not differ in their model. If this test showed that the two 
models were significantly different from each oth
ples were different in their path models. 
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d for Hypotheses 2 and Hypotheses 3 to examine 
Hypotheses 4 and Hypotheses 5.   
Analysis for hypotheses 4 (4(a), 4(b), 4(c)) and hypotheses 5 (5(a), 5(b), 5(c)). I 
used the same procedures as explaine
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Chapter 4 
Results 
Preliminary Analyses 
When descriptive statistics and group mean comparisons were calculated for the 
groups of Anglo American and Asian American students for the major student, 
classroom, and parent variables, there were several significant mean differences 
between the two groups on student motivational variables, such as student goal 
orientations and academic self-regulations, students’ perceptions of their parents’ goals, 
motivating styles and classroom goal structures. Asian American students had 
significantly higher levels of their own performance approach goal orientation [t (136) = 
2.31, p < .05], their perceptions of their parents’ performance goal orientation [t (136) = 
3.74, p < .001] and controlling motivating style [t (136) = 4.54, p < .001], their 
perceptions of their performance approach [t (136) = 2.60, p < .05] and performance 
avoidance goal structures [t (136) = 3.13, p < .01] than Anglo American students.  
Bivariate correlations were calculated between variables for each group 
separately, and means and standard deviations were calculated for the variables for each 
ethnic group (see Tables 2 and 3). It was interesting to find the correlation between 
children’s perceptions of parental controlling and autonomy supportive motivating 
styles to vary across ethnic groups, r = -.44 (p < .01) for Anglo American students and r 
=.16 (p > .05) for Asian American students. 
Hierarchical Regression Analyses 
Conducted with each ethnic group separately, step 1 of hierarchical regression 
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analyses tested the degree to which students’ perceptions of their parents’ goal 
orientations, both mastery and performance, predicted their own goal orientations as 
represented by mastery, performance approach, and performance avoid orientations. In 
predicting students’ own mastery goal orientation, results of step 1 for the Anglo 
American students indicated a significant prediction by their perceptions of parents’ 
mastery goals (β =.32, p < .05; see Table 4) and their perceptions of parents’ 
performance goals (β =-.30, p < .05). Their perceptions of parents’ performance goals 
significantly predicted their own performance-approach (β =.33, p < .05) and 
performance-avoidance (β =.27, p < .10) goal orientations. For the Asian American 
students, their perceptions of their parents’ mastery goal orientation strongly predicted 
their own mastery goals (β =.43, p < .01; see Table 5), and their perceptions of parents’ 
performance goals were also significant predictors of their own performance-approach 
(β =.40, p < .01) and performance-avoidance (β =.38, p < .01) goal orientations. All of 
these relations were relatively stronger than for Anglo American students. 
 
 
 
Table 2. Bivariate Correlations between Variables for Anglo American Students  
Note. N= 61. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 M Std 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Student Mastery 5.54 1.24              
2. Student P-Approach 3.44 1.50 .265*             
3. Student P-Avoidance 3.88 1.57 .295* .746**            
4. Classroom Mastery 5.41 1.52 .588** .248 .316*           
5. Classroom P-Approach 4.80 1.38 .056 .195 .186 .140          
6. Classroom P-Avoidance 2.60 1.42 .262* .549** .409** .127 .458**         
7. Parent Mastery 5.09 1.17 .160 .146 .239 .250 .231 .192        
8. Parent Performance 3.94 1.59 -.102 .341** .310* -.127 .439** .429** .507**       
9. Autonomy 4.38 1.40 .292* .216 .414** .424** .222 .222 .261* .061      
10. Controlling 3.50 1.52 -.123 .145 .100 -.191 .143 .031 .184 .507** -.439**     
11. Intrinsic Motivation 2.10 1.51 .412** .285* .220 .358** .095 .247 .256* -.043 .323* -.111    
12. Identified Regulation 5.00 1.47 .800** .428** .471** .622** .186 .229 .324* .044 .351** -.043 .462**   
13. Introjected Regulation 3.79 1.58 .392** .680** .748** .390** .395** .405** .332** .420** .452** .072 .282* .557**  
14. External Regulation 4.57 1.82 .041 .321* .469** -.172 .245 .316* .285* .463** .214 .136 .040 .072 .461** 
 
 
Table 3. Bivariate Correlations between Variables for Asian American Students  
Note. N= 77. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 M Std 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Student Mastery 5.81 .92              
2. Student P-Approach 4.02 1.46 .238*             
3. Student P-Avoidance 4.01 1.47 .242* .760**            
4. Classroom Mastery 5.51 1.18 .333** .197 .249*           
5. Classroom P-Approach 5.43 1.37 .207 .134 .070 .208          
6. Classroom P-Avoidance 3.41 1.53 .286* .417** .412** .192 .396**         
7. Parent Mastery 5.19 1.06 .470** .223 .194 .382** .180 .202        
8. Parent Performance 4.90 1.41 .307** .415** .384** .056 .318** .441** .545**       
9. Autonomy 4.18 1.26 .208 .311** .208 .286* .163 .231* .105 -.015      
10. Controlling 4.60 1.32 .333** .061 .132 .124 .303** .278* .343** .542** -.163     
11. Intrinsic Motivation 2.15 1.11 .196 .058 -.041 .081 .015 .144 .312** .211 .164 .177    
12. Identified Regulation 5.30 1.24 .649** .196 .140 .254* .288* .235* .347** .356** .136 .366** .429**   
13. Introjected Regulation 4.19 1.69 .377** .514** .435** .338** .131 .345** .177 .282* .287* .188 .154 .424**  
14. External Regulation 4.61 1.50 .285* .339** .363** .174 .061 .185 .348** .309** .067 .232* .069 .279* .431** 
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Table 4. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses Predicting Students’ Goal Orientations for the Group of Anglo 
American Students  
 
  Mastery goal orientation Performance-approach goal orientation Performance-avoidance goal orientation 
 Variable B SE B β R2  B SE B β R2 B SE B β R2 
Step 1 Parent Goal Mastery .345 .158 .322* .097  .038 .184 .030 .118 .207 .195 .153 .137 
 Parent Goal Performance -.240 .117 -.302*   .307 .136 .328*  .269 .144 .268  
Step 2 Parent Goal Mastery .228 .165 .213 .163  -.053 .196 -.042 .148 .001 .193 .001 .280 
 Parent Goal Performance -.247 .132 -.311   .276 .157 .294 .170 .154 .170 
 Parent Autonomy .274 .141 .302   .230 .168 .215 .542 .165 .473** 
 Parent Controlling .053 .142 .062   .098 .168 .097 .278 .165 .258 
Step 3 Parent Goal Mastery -.030 .135 -.028 .552  -.154 .187 -.121 .383 -.092 .201 -.068 .373 
 Parent Goal Performance -.190 .121 -.239   .161 .167 .172  .141 .180 .141  
 Parent Autonomy .085 .112 .094   .132 .155 .123  .478 .167 .417**  
 Parent Controlling .015 .109 .017   .133 .150 .132  .294 .162 .273  
 Classroom Mastery .536 .098 .609***   .250 .136 .241  .206 .147 .186  
 Classroom P-Approach -.103 .101 -.115   -.180 .140 -.169  -.176 .151 -.155  
 Classroom P-Avoidance .334 .101 .379**   .537 .139 .516***  .334 .150 .300*  
Step 4 Parent Goal Mastery -.078 .115 -.073 .727  -.180 .164 -.142 .603 -.119 .162 -.088 .663 
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 Parent Goal Performance -.139 .108 -.175   .021 .153 .023  -.069 .151 -.069  
 Parent Autonomy .002 .097 .002   -.060 .137 -.056  .225 .135 .196  
 Parent Controlling -.012 .089 -.014   .083 .126 .082  .243 .124 .226  
 Classroom Mastery .225 .103 .256*   .055 .147 .053  .025 .145 .023  
 Classroom P-Approach -.106 .083 -.117   -.245 .118 -.231  -.240 .117 -.211  
 Classroom P-Avoidance .219 .088 .248*   .440 .125 .423**  .201 .123 .181  
 Intrinsic Motivation -.010 .078 -.013   .053 .111 .054  -.040 .109 -.038  
 Identified Regulation .527 .111 .626***   .025 .158 .025  .146 .155 .138  
 Introjected Regulation -.026 .101 -.033   .591 .144 .623***  .544 .142 .536***  
 External Regulation .047 .069 .068   -.027 .098 -.034  .181 .096 .209  
 
Note. N= 61. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
67 
 
Table 5. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses Predicting Students’ Goal Orientations for the Group of Asian 
American Students  
 
  Mastery goal orientation Performance-approach goal orientation Performance-avoidance goal orientation 
 Variable B SE B β R2  B SE B β R2 B SE B β R2 
Step 1 Parent Goal Mastery .371 .108 .430** .220  .014 .177 .010 .166 -.019 .181 -.014 .139 
 Parent Goal Performance .043 .082 .066   .416 .134 .402**  .396 .137 .381**  
Step 2 Parent Goal Mastery .329 .106 .382** .294  -.043 .168 -.031 .287 -.062 .180 -.045 .185 
 Parent Goal Performance -.032 .090 -.049  .538 .143 .519*** .445 .153 .429** 
 Parent Autonomy .154 .077 .209**  .356 .122 .305** .241 .131 .206 
 Parent Controlling .184 .086 .264**  -.170 .137 -.154 -.050 .147 -.045 
Step 3 Parent Goal Mastery .299 .117 .347** .319  -.094 .182 -.069 .344 -.179 .189 -.130 .301 
 Parent Goal Performance -.050 .101 -.077   .490 .157 .472**  .427 .162 .411*  
 Parent Autonomy .107 .083 .145   .268 .129 .230*  .126 .134 .108  
 Parent Controlling .161 .089 .231   -.195 .139 -.177  -.078 .144 -.071  
 Classroom Mastery .086 .095 .109   .163 .147 .130  .300 .152 .239  
 Classroom P-Approach .001 .079 .002   -.117 .122 -.108  -.212 .127 -.196  
 Classroom P-Avoidance .079 .075 .130   .228 .117 .236  .274 .121 .283*  
Step 4 Parent Goal Mastery .325 .104 .376** .571  .004 .185 .003 .462 -.105 .194 -.077 .414 
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 Parent Goal Performance -.135 .085 -.206   .361 .151 .348*  .321 .158 .308*  
 Parent Autonomy .072 .071 .097   .196 .125 .167  .095 .131 .081  
 Parent Controlling .098 .075 .141   -.202 .133 -.182  -.067 .139 -.060  
 Classroom Mastery -.012 .082 -.016   .014 .146 .011  .191 .152 .152  
 Classroom P-Approach -.057 .067 -.083   -.069 .119 -.064  -.180 .124 -.167  
 Classroom P-Avoidance .084 .063 .137   .176 .112 .182  .247 .117 .255*  
 Intrinsic Motivation -.185 .082 -.224*   -.131 .145 -.100  -.238 .152 -.181  
 Identified Regulation .438 .082 .589***   -.039 .145 -.033  -.047 .151 -.040  
 Introjected Regulation .059 .062 .107   .305 .109 .352**  .181 .114 .208  
 External Regulation -.020 .064 -.032   .090 .113 .091  .190 .118 .191  
Note. N= 77. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In step 2, when Anglo American students’ perceptions of their parents’ 
motivating style variables were entered in addition to their perceptions of their parents’ 
goals for them, the students’ mastery goal orientation was not significantly predicted by 
their perception of their parents’ autonomy support or controlling motivating styles. In 
addition, the students’ performance-approach goal orientation was not significantly 
predicted by their perceptions of their parents’ autonomy support or controlling 
motivating styles. Students’ perceptions of parental influences were not significant 
predictors of their own mastery or performance-approach goal orientations. Surprisingly, 
the Anglo American students’ perceptions of their parents’ autonomy support predicted 
significantly their adoption of performance-avoidance (β = .47, p < .01) goals.  
When the students’ perceptions of their parents’ motivating style variables were 
entered, Asian American students’ mastery goal orientations were significantly 
predicted by their perception of their parents’ autonomy support (β = .21, p < .05) and 
their perception of their parents’ controlling style (β = .26, p < .05), in addition to their 
perceptions of parents’ mastery goals (β = .38, p < .01). The Asian American students’ 
perceptions of their parents’ performance goals (β = .52, p < .001) and parents’ 
autonomy support (β = .31, p < .01) significantly predicted their adoption of 
performance-approach goal orientation. For Asian American students’ own 
performance-avoidance goals, their perceptions of their parents’ performance goals (β 
= .43, p < .05) predicted their own goals significantly. Compared to the results of Anglo 
American students, the results of Asian American students showed significant relations 
between their own goals and their perceptions of parental influences. 
In step 3, students’ perceptions of the classroom goal structures were entered in 
the regression model to predict students’ own goal orientations, in addition to students’ 
perceptions of parental influences. The Anglo American students’ perceptions of a 
mastery classroom goal structure was a strong predictor of their adoptions of a mastery 
goal orientation (β = .61, p < .001), with their perceptions of parental influences not 
significant as predictors of their own mastery goal orientation. The Anglo American 
students’ perceptions of a performance-avoidance classroom goal structure, not a 
performance-approach classroom goal structure, was a strong predictor of their adoption 
of performance-approach goals (β = .52, p < .001). Again, the Anglo American students’ 
perceptions of a performance-avoidance classroom goal structure, not performance-
approach classroom goal structure, was a strong predictor of their adoption of 
performance-avoidance goals (β = .30, p < .05), in addition to their perceptions of their 
parents’ autonomy support (β = .42, p < .01) as in step 2. 
For Asian American students, their perceptions of a mastery classroom goal 
structure was not a significant predictor of their adoption of mastery goals (β = .11, p 
> .05), whereas their perceptions of parental mastery goals (β = .35, p < .01), as in 
previous steps, remained as a significant predictor of their own mastery goal orientation. 
Similarly, the Asian American students’ perceptions of their parents’ performance goals 
was a significant predictor of their adoption of performance-approach goals (β = .47, p 
< .01), in addition to their perceptions of parental autonomy support (β = .23, p < .05). 
The students’ perceptions of a performance classroom goal structure were not a 
significant predictor of their adoption of performance-approach goal. Again, the Asian 
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American students’ perceptions of their parents’ influence in previous steps remained to 
be significant predictors of their own performance-avoidance goal orientation. At this 
time, the students’ perceptions of a performance-avoidance classroom goal structure 
was an additional significant predictor of their adoption of performance-avoidance goals 
(β = .28, p < .05), in addition to their perceptions of parents’ performance goal. 
In step 4, as a last step, when students’ four types of academic self-regulations 
were entered in the regression model, Anglo American students’ perceptions of 
classroom goal structures, either mastery (β =.26, p < .05) or performance-avoidance 
goal structures (β =.25, p < .05), became less strong in predicting their own mastery 
goal orientation compared to the predictions of step 3. Their own identified regulation 
remained as a strong predictor of their mastery goals (β =.63, p < .001). Similarly, 
Anglo American students’ perceptions of a performance-avoidance classroom goal 
structure (β =.42, p < .01) became less strong in predicting their own performance-
approach goal orientation compared to the results of step 3. Their own introjected 
regulation was a strongly significant predictor of their performance-approach goals (β 
=.62, p < .001). Students’ performance-avoidance goal orientation was predicted mostly 
by their own introjected regulation (β = .54, p < .001), with their perceptions of 
contextual influences, either parent or classroom variables, being non significant 
predictors. 
Whereas Anglo American students’ perceptions of their classroom mastery goal 
structures remained as a strongly significant predictor of their mastery goals, in addition 
to their own identified regulation, the pattern of results for the regression analyses for 
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Asian American students was different. When the four types of student academic self-
regulations were entered in the regression, both their perceived parental mastery goal 
for them and their own identified regulation were strong predictors (parent mastery 
goal: β =.38, p < .01; students’ identified regulation: β =.59, p < .001). Similarly, both 
their perceived parental performance goals for them and their own introjected regulation 
were strong predictors of their own performance-approach goal (parent performance 
goal: β =.35, p < .05; students’ introjected regulation: β =.35, p < .01). Asian American 
students’ performance-avoidance goal orientation was predicted by both their perceived 
parental performance goals (β =.31, p < .05) and their perceived performance-avoidance 
classroom goal structure (β =.26, p < .05). 
 
Path Analyses with Parent Variables  
 
First model, parent variables. I tested the full mediation model that 
hypothesized that students’ perceptions of their parents’ goal orientations for their 
achievement and students’ perceptions of parents’ motivating style would predict the 
students’ adoption of certain goal orientations, mediated by students’ academic self-
regulated motivation (see Figure 1 for a hypothesized model for Anglo American 
students, and see Figure 2 for a hypothesized model for Asian American students). The 
full mediation model for Anglo American students did not fit the data well: χ2 (26, 
N=61) =43.49, p<.05, CFI=.94, SRMR=.08, RMSEA=.11 (from .04 to .16). The full 
mediation model for Asian American students also did not fit the data well: χ2 (26, 
N=77) =55.17, p<.05, CFI=.88, SRMR=.11, RMSEA=.12 (from .08 to .17).    
Considering the modification indices and theory, I added three more direct paths 
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from students’ perceived parental goals to students’ own goal orientations (i.e., from 
students’ perceptions of parental mastery goals to their mastery goal orientations, from 
students’ perceptions of parental performance goals to their performance approach goal 
orientations, and from students’ perceptions of parental performance goals to their 
performance avoidance goal orientations). The partial mediation model for Anglo 
American students now fit the data well: χ2 (23, N=61) =38.54, p<.05, CFI=.95, 
SRMR=.08, RMSEA=.11 (from .04 to .16) (see Figure 5 for a final model for Anglo 
American students). The partial mediation model for Asian American students also fit 
the data well: χ2 (23, N=77) =34.74, p>.05, CFI=.95, SRMR=.08, RMSEA=.08 
(from .00 to .13) (see Figure 6 for a final model for Asian American students). 
Figure 5. Final Model of predictors of Anglo American children’s goal orientations: 
Parent variables 
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Figure 6. Final Model of predictors of Asian American children’s goal orientations: 
Parent variables 
 
 
 
As shown in Figure 5, Anglo-American students’ perceptions of parents’ mastery 
goals and autonomy supportive motivating style predicted students’ mastery goal 
orientation, mediated by students’ identified regulation. The path from students’ 
intrinsic motivation to their own mastery goal orientation was not significant in this 
model, even though it was significant in the bivariate correlation analysis. The reason 
for this non significance seems most likely to be because students’ identified regulation, 
which shared variance with intrinsic motivation, was the stronger predictor of mastery 
goal adoption in this model.  
As for the relationships that would predict students’ personal performance goal 
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orientation scores, Anglo-American students’ perceptions of parents’ performance goals 
and parent controlling motivating style predicted students’ performance-approach and 
performance-avoidance goal orientations, mediated by students’ introjected regulation. 
Anglo-American, but not Asian-American, students’ perceptions of parents’ 
performance goals and parent controlling motivating style also predicted students’ 
performance-avoidance goal orientations mediated by students’ external regulation. 
Again, the path from students’ intrinsic motivation to their own performance-approach 
goal orientation was not significant in this model, even though it was significant in the 
bivariate correlation analysis. The reason for this non significance seems most likely to 
be because children’s introjected regulation, which shared variance with intrinsic 
motivation, was the stronger predictor of performance-approach goal adoption in this 
model. 
Interestingly, Anglo-American students’ perceptions of parents’ mastery goals 
and parent autonomy supportive motivating style also predicted students’ performance-
approach and performance-avoidance goal orientations mediated by students’ 
introjected regulation or external regulation. Note that the total R2 explained by the 
variables predicting students’ mastery, performance-approach, and performance-
avoidance goal orientations were .67, .46, and .59, respectively. 
As shown in Figure 6, the final path model of Asian-American students was 
slightly different from the one for Anglo-American students. Asian-American students’ 
mastery goal orientation was indirectly predicted by their perceptions of their parents’ 
performance goals and parent controlling motivating style mediated by students’ 
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identified regulation. Note that initially considering the cultural practices extant among 
Asian American students, it was hypothesized that students’ perceptions of parental 
controlling style might predict students’ personal mastery goal orientation. The data did 
support this hypothesis.  
As for predicting students’ personal performance goal orientation scores, Asian-
American students’ performance-approach and performance-avoidance goal orientations 
were indirectly predicted by their perceptions of their parents’ performance goals and 
parent controlling motivating style, mediated by students’ introjected regulation. As in 
the path model for Anglo-American students, the path from students’ intrinsic 
motivation to their own mastery or performance-approach goal orientation was not 
significant in this model, even though it was significant in the bivariate correlation 
analysis. The reason for this non significance seems most likely to be because of the 
shared variance between students’ identified or introjected regulation and intrinsic 
motivation. 
Compared to the path model for Anglo-American students, it was interesting to 
find that Asian-American students’ goals were directly, not only indirectly, predicted by 
their perceptions of parents’ goals (i.e., from their perceptions of parents’ mastery goal 
to their own mastery goal), unlike their Anglo-American peers. Another interesting 
difference was that, for Asian-American students, the relation between the two kinds of 
parent motivating styles, autonomy supportive or controlling, was not significant at p 
< .05 level. For Anglo-Americans, it was significant and strongly negative. Note that 
the total R2 explained by the variables predicting Asian American students’ mastery, 
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performance-approach, and performance-avoidance goal orientations were .49, .31, 
and .24, respectively.   
As discussed, interestingly and unexpectedly, for both Anglo American and Asian 
American student samples, their perceptions of parental autonomy supportive style, not 
only their controlling motivating style, was associated with introjected regulation in 
students.  
Multi-Sample Path Analyses with Parent Variables 
 
First multi-sample model of parent variables predicting students’ goal 
orientations. As a final step in path analyses, multi-sample path analyses were 
conducted, which is a technique that allows one to test whether two path models can be 
assumed to be equivalent while acknowledging the possibility of differences in the 
relationships. Beginning with the final model in which the parental variables had been 
included, the Anglo American and Asian American samples were entered to test the 
same path model without constraining any of the path coefficients and covariances. The 
goodness of fit of the model indicated that the hypothesized model was plausible (Hu & 
Bentler, 1999); χ2 (46, N=138) = 73.28, p < .05, CFI= .95, SRMR= .08, RMSEA= .09 
(from .05 to .13). Then, the first multi-sample path model was calculated to determine 
the degree to which both samples predicted students’ goal orientations from the 
students’ perceptions of their parents’ goal orientation and motivating style by 
constraining both the path coefficients and the covariances. However, the fit indices 
were no longer plausible; χ2 (73, N=138) = 120.52, p < .05, CFI= .91, SRMR= .12, 
RMSEA= .10 (from .07 to .13). This indicated that some of the parameters differed 
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substantially across the two samples (see Table 6 for fit indices), and the data did 
support my hypothesis.  
 
Table 6. Fit Indices of Multi-sample Path Analysis Predicting Student Goal Orientation 
from Parent Variables  
Model χ2 df 
χ2 
differences 
CFI SRMR RMSEA 
90% C.I. 
RMSEA 
Anglo American sample 
Asian American sample 
Multi-sample Unconstrained  
Multi-sample Constrained 
(paths and covariances)   
38.54 
34.74 
73.28 
120.52 
 
23 
23 
46 
73 
 
 
 
 
47.24 (27) 
P < .05 
.95 
.95 
.95 
.91 
 
.08 
.08 
.08 
.12 
 
.11 
.08 
.09 
.10 
 
.04 to .16 
.00 to .13 
.05 to .13 
.07 to .13 
 
 
Note. All models were tested at p < .05. 
 
Path Analyses with Classroom Variables  
Second model, classroom variables. A second model was tested to evaluate the 
role of students’ perceptions of classroom goal structure (see Figure 3 for the 
hypothesized model for Anglo American students, and see Figure 4 for the 
hypothesized model for Asian American students). Here the hypothesis was that 
students’ self-regulated motivation for learning would mediate between the students’ 
perceptions of classroom goal structures in the math class and the students’ adoption of 
different goal orientations for their math class. The chi-square test statistic itself and 
other fit indices for the second model showed that, overall, this fully mediated model 
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for Anglo American students was not plausible based on Hu and Bentler’s 
recommendation; χ2 (21, N=61) = 57.09, p < .05, CFI= .87, SRMR= .13, RMSEA= .17 
(from .12 to .22). The full mediation model for Asian American students also did not fit 
the data well: χ2 (21, N=77) =39.26, p < .05, CFI=.91, SRMR=.12, RMSEA=.11 
(from .05 to .16).  
Considering the modification indices and theory, I added three more direct paths 
from classroom goal structure to students’ goal orientations (i.e., from students’ 
perception of classroom mastery goal structure to their mastery goal orientations, from 
students’ perception of classroom performance avoidance goal structure to their 
performance approach goal orientations, and from students’ perception of classroom 
performance avoidance goal structure to their performance avoidance goal orientations) 
and one path from students’ perception of classroom mastery goal structure to their 
introjected regulation. Thus, the path from students’ perceptions of classroom goal 
structure to their goal orientations was both direct and indirect. Now fit indices for the 
partially mediated model showed that the model for Anglo American students was 
plausible: χ2 (17, N=61) = 26.63, p > .05, CFI= .97, SRMR= .07, RMSEA= .09 
(from .00 to .16) (see Figure 7 for a final model for Anglo American students). The fit 
indices for the partially mediated model showed that the model for Asian American 
students was also plausible: χ2 (17, N=77) = 20.77, p > .05, CFI= .98, SRMR= .08, 
RMSEA= .05 (from .00 to .12) (see Figure 8 for a final model for Asian American 
students).  
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Figure 7. Final Model of predictors of Anglo American children’s goal orientations: 
Classroom variables  
 
Figure 8. Final Model of predictors of Asian American children’s goal orientations: 
Classroom variables 
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To explicate the path model, I again turn to examining each of the personal goal 
orientation scores. Both Anglo American and Asian American students’ personal 
mastery goal orientation was indirectly predicted by their perceptions of classroom 
mastery goal structure, mediated by their identified regulation, but, again, not via 
intrinsic motivation.  
The Anglo American students’ personal performance-approach and performance-
avoidance goal orientation s were indirectly predicted by the level of their perceptions 
of classroom goal structure as reflecting either performance-approach or performance-
avoidance goals, via introjected regulation. The Asian American students’ personal 
performance-approach and performance-avoidance goal orientations were indirectly 
predicted by the level of their perceptions of classroom goal structure as reflecting 
performance-avoidance rather than performance-approach goals, via introjected 
regulation. Anglo-American, but not Asian-American, students’ perceptions of 
classroom performance-avoidance goal structure also predicted students’ performance-
avoidance goal orientations mediated by students’ external regulation.  
Interestingly and unexpectedly, for both Anglo American and Asian American 
student samples, their perceptions of classroom mastery goal structure were associated 
with introjected regulation in students. Asian American students’ goals were directly, 
not only indirectly, predicted by their perceptions of classroom goal structures. 
For Anglo American student sample, R2 explained by the predicting variables on 
students’ personal goal orientation scores (mastery, performance-approach, and 
performance-avoidance) in the second model were .66, .54, and .59, respectively, and 
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these were .45, .31, and .26, respectively, for the Asian American student sample.  
Multi-Sample Path Analyses with Classroom Variables 
Second multi-sample model of classroom variables predicting students’ goal 
orientations. The second model tested whether similar patterns would be obtained with 
students’ perceptions of the classroom goal structure entered in the multi-sample path 
model. As above, the first step involved entering the two samples from Anglo American 
students and Asian American students without constraining any path coefficients or 
covariances, and the goodness of fit of the model showed that the hypothesized model 
was plausible (Hu & Bentler, 1999); χ2 (34, N=138) = 47.40, p > .05, CFI= .97, 
SRMR= .07, RMSEA= .08 (from .00 to .12). Even when I constrained both path 
coefficients and covariances, the fit indices were also plausible; χ2 (59, N=138) = 80.55, 
p < .05, CFI= .95, SRMR= .12, RMSEA= .07 (from .02 to .11). The chi square 
difference test of multi-sample analysis was not significant. This result indicated that 
the patterns across the two samples could be considered equivalent (see Table 7 for fit 
indices), and the data did support my hypothesis that the same path model would apply 
for both Anglo American and Asian American samples.  
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Table 7. Fit Indices of Multi-sample Path Analysis Predicting Student Goal Orientation 
from Classroom Variables  
Model χ2 df 
χ2 
differences 
 
CFI SRMR RMSEA 
90% C.I. 
RMSEA 
Anglo American sample 
Asian American sample 
Multi-sample Unconstrained  
Multi-sample Constrained 
(paths and covariances)   
26.63 
20.77 
47.40 
80.55 
 
17 
17 
34 
59 
 
 
 
 
33.15 (25) 
P > .05 
 .97 
.98 
.97 
.95 
 
.07 
.08 
.07 
.12 
 
.09 
.05 
.08 
.07 
 
.00 to .16 
.00 to .12 
.00 to .12 
.02 to .11 
 
 
Note. All models were tested at p < .05. 
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Chapter 5 
Discussion 
The purpose of the present research was to investigate the social, contextual, and 
cultural predictors of different achievement goal orientations that students of different 
ethnic and cultural backgrounds adopt in their math class. Taking possible 
ethnic/cultural differences into consideration, I examined the role of high school 
students’ perceptions of their parents’ motivating styles and goal orientations for them 
as well their perceptions of the classroom goal structure on their own goal orientations. 
Overall, I wanted to investigate the associations among variables in attempting to form 
a more holistic picture of the students’ motivation for learning math, connecting the 
perspectives of goal orientation theory to those of self-determination theory. Data came 
from Anglo American and Asian American high school students. In this chapter, I first 
summarize and discuss my findings research question by research question. I then 
discuss implications of the study for research and pedagogy. I end the chapter with a 
discussion of limitations of the study and future directions. 
Research Question 1. The Role of Perceptions of Contextual Influences for Students 
from Ethically/Culturally Different Backgrounds on Students’ Achievement Goal 
Orientations 
My goal in this study was to answer the overall question of what are the 
predictors of children’s adoption of mastery goal orientation, performance approach 
goal orientation, and performance avoidance goal orientation. The first specific research 
question and hypotheses I tested (Research Question 1) are as follows: Do both Anglo 
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American and Asian American children’s perceptions of their parents’ goals toward 
them predict their adoption of their goal orientations in their math class? Also, do both 
Anglo American and Asian American parents’ motivating styles toward their children 
predict their children’s adoption of their goal orientations in their math class? Are the 
students’ perceptions of parental influences significant predictors of their adoption of 
their goal orientations even when their perceptions of their classroom goal structure are 
included as predictors? Based on the results of Friedel and her colleagues (2007) that 
students’ perceptions of their parents’ goals toward them are significant predictors of 
students’ own personal goal orientations, when even their perceptions of classroom goal 
structures were considered, it was hypothesized that both Anglo American and Asian 
American children’s perceptions of their parents’ goal orientations toward their 
achievement and their parents’ motivating styles would significantly predict their own 
purposes or goals in their math class, after taking perceived classroom goal structure 
into account.  
In general, conducted with each ethnic group separately, the results of 
hierarchical regression analyses indicated that American 9th grade high school students’ 
adoption of personal goal orientations could be predicted not only by their perceptions 
of the classroom goal structure but also by their perceptions of their parents’ influence. 
However, depending on the ethnic background of the students, either Anglo American 
or Asian American, the hierarchical regression analyses supported different regression 
models.  
When only students’ perceptions of their parents’ goal orientations were entered 
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as predictors in step 1, the hierarchical regression analyses showed similar patterns for 
the two samples of Anglo American and Asian American students. The only exception 
was that Anglo American students’ perceptions of parents’ performance goals predicted 
their own mastery goal orientation negatively, whereas Asian American students’ 
perceptions of parents’ performance goals did not significantly predict their own 
mastery goals orientation. However, when students’ perceptions of their parents’ 
motivating styles and their perceptions of classroom goal structures were added as 
predictors in steps 2 and 3, the patterns of regression analysis models between the two 
groups became clearly different.  
 In particular, in step 3, when students’ perceptions of the classroom goal 
structures were added, in addition to their perceptions of parental influences, in the 
regression model to predict students’ own goal orientations, most of the significant 
predictors of Anglo American students’ own goal orientations were their perceptions of 
classroom goal structure variable, not their perceptions of parental variables. Anglo 
American students’ perceptions of parental influences were not significant predictors of 
their own goal orientations, except that, surprisingly, their perceptions of their parents’ 
autonomy support predicted significantly their adoption of performance-avoidance 
goals. It is worth noting that Anglo American students’ perceptions of a performance-
avoidance classroom goal structure, not a performance-approach classroom goal 
structure, were a significant predictor of their adoption of both performance-approach 
goals and performance-avoidance goals, contrary to my hypothesis 1(b). 
 In contrast, for Asian American students, their perceptions of parental 
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influences were significant predictors of their own goal orientations in learning math, 
whereas their perceptions of classroom goal structures were not significant predictors of 
their adoption of goal orientations. 
The Asian American students’ perceptions of parental mastery goals remained as 
a significant predictor of their own mastery goal orientation, and similarly, their 
perceptions of their parents’ performance goals was a significant predictor of their 
adoption of performance-approach goals, along with their perceptions of parental 
autonomy support. The students’ perceptions of a mastery classroom goal structure were 
not a significant predictor of their adoption of mastery goal, and their perceptions of a 
performance classroom goal structure were not a significant predictor of their adoption 
of a performance-approach goal. Exceptionally, the students’ perceptions of a 
performance-avoidance classroom goal structure were an additional significant 
predictor of their adoption of performance-avoidance goals, in addition to their 
perceptions of parents’ performance goal. 
Interestingly, in step 2 of the hierarchical regression analyses, the amount of 
variance explained by their perceptions of parental influences in explaining Anglo 
American students’ own mastery goal was .163, whereas the amount of variance 
explained by Asian American students’ perceptions of parental influences in explaining 
their own mastery goal was .294. Compared to the case of mastery goal, the amount of 
variance explained by their perceptions of parental influences in explaining Anglo 
American students’ own performance-avoidance goal was .280, whereas the amount of 
variance explained by Asian American students’ perceptions of parental influences in 
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explaining their own performance-avoidance goal was .185.  
These results may be partially explained by bringing in the construct of 
immigration status. Recall that Asian American students were likely to represent first 
and second generation immigration whereas Anglo American students were mostly 
third generation with just a few second generation status students. Such a difference 
across the two groups of students representing different immigration status may indicate 
that the first and second generation immigration Asian American students’ goals are 
interdependent with their parents’ goals (Kim & Schallert, 2008). This may reflect the 
characterizations of immigrant families, such as many immigrant parents’ expectations 
of higher returns from the educational attainment of their children (Portes & Rumbaut, 
2001) and immigrant families’ holding mutually interdependent goals for children and 
the larger family, considering their children’s education as an investment for the entire 
family, not only for the children (Fuligni & Yoshikawa, 2004). The reason that I 
attribute the differences to immigration status is that previous work that my colleagues 
and I conducted (Kim, Schallert, & Kim, 2006, 2007) revealed patterns for these same 
variables to be similar for Korean students in Korea as for the second generation and 
third generation Anglo American students. In other words, when we examined the 
pattern of relationships for Korean middle and high school students in Korea, the 
regression analyses showed that their perceptions of their parental goals for them and 
motivating styles did not predict their own goals when their perceptions of classroom 
goal structures were entered in the regression models. For our previous studies 
conducted with 7th to 9th grade Korean students in their middle school and 11th grade 
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Korean students in their high school, when students’ perceptions of classroom goal 
structures were added to examine the relative contribution from the two kinds of 
contextual variables, the regression analyses showed that classroom goal structures 
explained more variance in the students’ own motivational variables than their 
perceptions of parental variables, and most of the association between students’ 
personal goals and parental variables became no longer significant. Thus, in our 
previous studies, we concluded Korean students’ perceptions of the direct and 
immediate contextual learning environment may have a stronger association with their 
own goal orientations than their perceptions of parental variables. For the current study, 
these results may indicate that immigration status may add its own influence to cultural 
influences on first and second generation Asian American students’ academic 
achievement motivation.  
In recent research conducted with 7th grade students in a first year of an 
American middle school, where 65% of the students were Caucasian and 26% were 
Black and most likely not immigrants, Friedel and her colleagues (2007) reported that 
children’s personal goals were more strongly related to those they perceived to be 
emphasized by parents than by teachers, particularly with respect to performance goals, 
a finding that seems to contradict the results of the current study, particularly with the 
Anglo American student sample. There are many possible ways to explain the 
differences between the two studies, but one explanation is that the scales used to 
measure classroom level variables were different. Friedel and her colleagues used a 
scale of the students’ perceptions of “specific observable teacher behavior” (p. 451), 
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whereas I used a measure of students’ perceptions of the classroom context that focused 
on more general descriptions. A second explanation is that the participants in Friedel et 
al. were all 7th grade students, whereas the participants of the current study were 
generally older, 9th grade students. Thus, it may be that, as in the study by Friedel and 
her colleagues, younger children’s goals may be more dependent on their perceptions of 
their parents’ goal for them than older students’. Even within the study with Korean 
students as samples (Kim, Schallert, & Kim, 2007), the high school students showed a 
lower dependence between their personal goals and their perceptions of their parents’ 
goals than did the middle school students. 
Then, should we assume, on the basis that the regression coefficients in the 
current study of Anglo American students’ perceptions of parents’ goals became 
nonsignificant when their perceptions of classroom goal structure were entered, that the 
Anglo American students’ perceptions of parents’ goals are unimportant, whereas Asian 
American students’ perceptions of parents’ goals are important, in predicting their own 
goal orientations? Such an assumption seems unwarranted given that students’ 
perceptions of the classroom goal structure had moderate correlations with their 
perceptions of parental goals for them (from r = .25 to r = .44). Students’ perceptions of 
their parents’ goals must come from some source or be constructed from particular 
experiences, and these are likely to include at least to some degree what their parents 
contribute to their own motivation. Thus, as students enter a classroom and begin to 
construct their sense of the classroom goal structure, something of their past 
experiences, including their interpretations of their parents’ goals for them, may be 
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influencing them. Using HLM to investigate students’ perceptions of classroom goal 
structures, Urdan (2004b) reported that a much higher degree of variation in perceived 
classroom goal structures was found within classrooms than between classrooms, a 
finding that highlights differences between students in how they interpret the same 
classroom experience. In exploring the source of the within classroom variation, Urdan 
(2004a) added students’ personal goal orientations taken before the class began as a 
control variable to the prediction between their perceptions of the classroom’s goal 
structure and their personal goal orientation. In his path model, the relationship between 
students’ perceptions of the classroom goal structure and their own goal orientations 
became weaker, and the connection between students’ own personal goal orientations 
before and at the end of the class was strong, indicating that the goal orientations 
students bring into a classroom influence to a high degree what they perceive there and 
how their goal orientation for that class is shaped. In the current study, I did not control 
for entering levels of students’ personal goal orientations but I did measure their 
perceptions of their parents as motivating influences on them. Clearly, it would be 
difficult, if not impossible, ever to measure students’ personal goal orientations as 
somehow separate from their family influences or their personal history as a learner. 
More investigation is needed to clarify the interrelationships between personal goals 
and parental and classroom influences as these unfold over time. 
Research Questions 2 and 3. The Role of Students’ Perceptions of Parental Influences 
and Their Own Self-Regulated Motivations on Their Achievement Goal Orientations 
The second set of research questions and hypotheses I tested (Research 
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Question 2 and Research Question 3) were as follows: Do Anglo American and Asian 
American children’s perceptions of their parents’ goal orientation toward their learning 
of math and their perceptions of their parents’ motivating styles toward them predict 
their adoption of their own goal orientations in their math class mediated by their self-
regulated motivation for learning math? Also, do Anglo American and Asian American 
children’s perceptions of their parents’ goals for them predict their own adoption of 
certain goal orientations in class? Also, do patterns differ between Anglo American and 
Asian American samples? 
Based on the report of Elliot et al. (2002), Ryan and Connell (1989), and Urdan 
(2000), I had hypothesized that both Anglo American and Asian American children’s 
perceptions of their parents’ goal orientation toward their learning of math and their 
perception of their parents’ motivating styles toward them would predict their adoption 
of goal orientations in their math class mediated by their self-regulated motivation for 
the learning via different paths. In other words, I proposed different path models for the 
two samples (see Figure 1 and Figure 2 for hypothesized path models).  
 In general, the full mediation models that hypothesized that students’ 
perceptions of their parents’ goal orientations toward their achievement and students’ 
perceptions of parents’ motivating style would predict the students’ adoption of certain 
goal orientations, mediated by students’ academic self-regulated motivation for Anglo 
American and Asian American students did not fit the data well. However, when three 
more direct paths from students’ perceived parental goals to students’ own goal 
orientations, the partial mediation model for both Anglo American and Asian American 
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students now fit the data well (see Figure 5 for a final model for Anglo American 
students; Figure 6 for a final model for Asian American students). As a final step in 
path analyses, multi-sample path analyses were conducted to determine the degree to 
which both samples predicted students’ goal orientations from the students’ perceptions 
of their parents’ goal orientation and motivating style by constraining both the path 
coefficients and the covariances. However, the fit indices were no longer plausible, and 
this indicated that some of the parameters differed substantially across the two samples.  
The Anglo-American students’ perceptions of parents’ mastery goals and 
autonomy supportive motivating style predicted students’ mastery goal orientation, 
mediated by students’ identified regulation, but not by intrinsic motivation. In contrast, 
Asian-American students’ mastery goal orientation was indirectly predicted by their 
perceptions of their parents’ performance goals and parent controlling motivating style 
mediated by students’ identified regulation. Note that initially, I had considered the 
cultural practices extant among Asian American students and hypothesized that 
students’ perceptions of parental controlling style might predict students’ personal 
mastery goal orientation. The data did support this hypothesis.  
In general, the data did support the hypotheses relating certain predictions to 
performance goal orientations. As for the relationships that would predict students’ 
personal performance goal orientation scores, both Anglo-American and Asian-
American students’ perceptions of parents’ performance goals and parent controlling 
motivating style predicted students’ performance-approach and performance-avoidance 
goal orientations, mediated by students’ introjected regulation. Anglo-American 
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students’ perceptions of parents’ performance goals and parent controlling motivating 
style also predicted students’ performance-avoidance goal orientations mediated by 
students’ external regulation, even though this was not the case for Asian American.  
The unique pattern shown for the final path model for Asian American students, 
compared to the path model for Anglo American students, indicated that Asian-
American students’ goals were directly, not only indirectly, predicted by their 
perceptions of parents’ goals, unlike their Anglo-American peers. This result is in line 
with the result of the hierarchical regression analyses testing hypothesis 1. There were 
strong relations between Asian American students’ perceptions of their parental goals 
and their own goal orientations. Multi-sample path analyses of parent variables 
predicting students’ goal orientations indicated that some of the parameters differed 
substantially across the two samples, as I had hypothesized. 
There was an interesting and unexpected finding, which was that Anglo-
American students’ perceptions of parents’ autonomy supportive motivating style also 
predicted students’ introjected or external regulation. For Asian American student 
samples, also, their perceptions of parental autonomy supportive style, not only their 
controlling motivating style, was associated with introjected regulation. I discuss this 
issue at greater length in the section on culture and perceptions of parents’ autonomy 
support and controlling motivating styles. 
Connecting Two Motivation Theories: Self-Determination Theory and Goal Orientation 
Theory  
Self-determination theory seemed to be useful in explaining how students come 
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to adopt different goals for their academic learning. Using qualitative interview methods, 
Urdan and Mestas (2006) examined the different reasons students might give for 
adopting the two different kinds of performance goal orientations. Like them, I was 
interested in the different reasons students might give for adopting different goal 
orientations in studying mathematics, using the different motivational regulations from 
self-determination theory as proxy for these reasons. 
As in the path model, when students’ perceptions of their parents’ goals or 
motivating styles were entered, I found that students’ goal orientations were predicted 
by their perceptions of their parents’ goals and motivating styles for their math learning, 
mediated by their different academic self-regulated motivation. From the path analysis, 
it was apparent that there were differently associated paths to the different goal 
orientations. Both Anglo American and Asian American students’ degree of mastery 
goal orientation in the mathematics classroom was associated mostly with identified 
regulation, that is, with the degree to which they were motivated from a recognition of 
the importance or value of the task. In turn, identified regulation was associated with 
students’ perceptions of their parents as autonomy supportive and/or as holding mastery 
goals for them. I also found that students’ level of performance-approach and 
performance-avoidance goal orientations were predicted by their perceptions of their 
parents’ performance goals, mediated by their degree of introjected regulation, that is, 
by being motivated by internal pressure or shame.  
The results from the path analyses provided some interesting insights into how 
both Anglo American and Asian American students’ self-regulated motivations were 
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related to students’ goal orientations on the one hand, and themselves associated to 
students’ perceptions of parental variables on the other. First, there were two paths that 
caught my attention, which was the lack of a connection between intrinsic motivation 
and students’ mastery goal scores and between external regulation and students’ 
performance-avoidance goals, even though both pairs of variables had been 
significantly correlated in the bivariate correlation analysis. For these students, it 
seemed that mastery goal adoption was more dependent on their valuing of their 
learning of math, their identified regulation in other words, than on pure enjoyment in 
learning; as mentioned above, such a strong relationship between identified regulation 
and mastery goal scores may have made the relationship between students’ intrinsic 
motivation and mastery goal orientation in the path model no longer significant. These 
patterns may be dependent on the subject matter. Considering that these students were 
keeping mathematics in mind as they filled out the scales, they may have been 
motivated to master the subject not because of their intrinsic motivation but because of 
their valuing of math as a possible important milestone in their academic success. 
As for the lack of, or inconsistent, relationship between external regulation and 
performance-avoid goal orientation in the path model, it may be that students who are 
high on performance-avoid goal orientation are showing some degree of internalization 
of values, and therefore showing more introjected regulation than the purely externally 
controlled regulation that would be indicated by high scores on the external regulation 
scale. More research situated in different learning contexts would be needed to explore 
these patterns between goal orientations and academic self-regulated motivations. In all, 
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results of relationships between academic self-regulated motivation and students’ goal 
orientations supported a notion that as students engage in more autonomous regulation, 
they are likely to adopt more adaptive motivation, as proposed and supported by 
previous research (Ryan & Connell, 1989; Tanaka & Yamauchi, 2000).  
In general, more autonomous forms of regulation were associated with more 
adaptive forms of goal orientations, with a few anomalies that need explaining. 
Students’ mastery goals were more related to identified regulation than to intrinsic 
motivation, suggesting that students’ adoption of mastery goals seemed to be less 
related to considering the task as interesting and enjoyable, but rather to seeing it as 
important and valuable. Several studies have associated students’ mastery goal 
orientations with intrinsic motivation (i.e., Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; Elliot & 
Church, 1997), but in those studies, the relation between identified regulation and 
mastery goal orientation was not tested. In the current study, both kinds of performance 
goals were more related to introjected than to external regulations, suggesting that when 
some degree of internalization of the value of a task (introjected regulation) had 
occurred, ego-involved performance goals with their shared commonalities, also 
increased. These patterns were very similar to previous studies that my colleagues and I 
conducted with Korean students as samples (Kim, Schallert, & Kim, 2006, 2007). 
Culture and Perceptions of Parents’ Autonomy Support and Controlling Motivating 
Styles 
Compared to the strong path coefficients between students’ academic self-
regulated motivations and their goal orientations, the paths from their perceptions of 
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their parents’ motivating styles to their academic self-regulated motivations were not as 
strong nor as consistent. First, for Asian-American students, the relation between the 
two kinds of parent motivating styles, autonomy supportive or controlling, was not 
significant at p < .05 level, whereas for Anglo-Americans, it was significant and 
strongly negative. The results of Asian American students contrasts with the results of 
Pelletier et al. (2001) who explored the motivating styles of swimming coaches on 
Canadian team members, where the Canadian swimmers’ perceptions of the two 
motivating styles of their coaches were negatively correlated with each other. This result 
also contradicts the results of previous research with Anglo-American student 
populations where the same scales were negatively correlated (Robbins, 1994). My 
finding is very interesting considering that in my previous work (Kim, Schallert, & Kim, 
2006, 2007), Korean students’ perceptions of their parents as autonomy-supportive or 
controlling were significantly positively related. Although I need to acknowledge that 
scales used in different cultural contexts may not have the same meaning for 
participants, a point often made by cross-cultural researchers, nevertheless it is 
impressive that the relationship had changed not only in degree but also in direction. 
This may indicate that these students of Asian descendants could construct a different 
meaning of their parents’ autonomy supportive or controlling motivating styles, 
compared to students from other cultures. 
In this study, both parental motivating styles, either autonomy supportive or 
controlling motivating styles, were analyzed as different factors using Robbin’s scale 
(1994). In several previous studies (Chirkov and Ryan, 2001; d’ally, 2003; 
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Vansteenkiste et al., 2005), the two parental motivating styles were combined into one 
composite score, reflecting the assumption that perceptions of parents as highly 
autonomy supportive is equivalent to perceptions of parents as low in the controlling 
motivating style. Considering various degrees and directions of associations between 
these two styles, I would caution against the use of one composite score, because either 
autonomy support or controlling motivating styles could be either high or low. Also, 
parental motivating styles may have different meanings and different relationships 
depending on culture. 
One of the main purposes of the current study was to examine whether there 
would be cultural differences in the role of the students’ perceptions of their parents’ 
motivating styles on their academic motivation and whether the experience of autonomy 
would be associated with more optimal motivation for Asian American students. The 
results indicated that even though Asian American students perceived their parents as 
controlling them, such as by enforcing obedience and conformity, they seemed to adopt 
autonomous regulations, in contrast to what has been previously reported (Chirkov & 
Ryan, 2001; Pelletier et al.; 2003). This may indicate that the Asian American 
participants may not have perceived their parents’ control as interfering with their own 
autonomy, and that, as I had hypothesized, children could possibly value their parents’ 
opinion out of respect and internalize it as a self-determining regulation. It was 
interesting that, depending on the cultural characteristics, the patterns of relationships 
between children’s perceptions of their parents’ motivating styles and their own four 
types of academic regulations were slightly different.  
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Note that I am not making a value judgment about parental motivating style, 
neither justifying that parents of Asian American students should be more controlling 
nor suggesting that parental autonomy support should be reduced. Also, I am not 
contending that all Asian American students perceive their parents as controlling and 
that such perceptions are always beneficial for them in developing more autonomous 
forms of motivations. Instead, I wanted to explore how Asian American students’ 
perceptions of parental control might be positively associated with autonomous 
regulations even if only to a low degree, in comparison and contrast to the previous 
studies that have drawn data from students in other cultural settings.  
In this study, I focused on Asian American students’ perceptions of parental 
control, but even parental autonomy supportive motivating style seemed to be 
interpreted differently and be connected to different motivations. There was an 
interesting and unexpected finding, which was that Anglo-American students’ 
perceptions of parents’ autonomy supportive motivating style also predicted students’ 
introjected regulation or external regulation. For Asian American student samples, also, 
their perceptions of parental autonomy supportive style, not only their controlling 
motivating style, was associated with introjected regulation. More studies are needed to 
examine the culturally dependent meanings of parenting practices. These results support 
the assertion from Deci and Ryan (2002) that, even though autonomous motivation is 
still important for adaptive learning, the means by which individuals meet their 
autonomy needs may be different across cultures. 
In summary, for both Anglo-American and Asian-American students, 
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autonomous regulation predicted mastery goal orientation, and controlled regulation 
predicted performance goal orientations. However, the students’ perceptions of parental 
influence was different in predicting students’ self-determined regulation from different 
ethnic/cultural backgrounds. In line with studies of Korean students (Kim, Schallert, & 
Kim, 2006, 2007), Asian-American children’s perception of parents’ controlling style as 
well as parents’ autonomy support could predict their mastery goal adoption via 
identified regulation. Their perception of parental control predicted their intrinsic 
regulation. It was also interesting to note that Anglo-American students’ perceptions of 
their parents’ goal orientations for them predicted their own goals only mediated by 
their self-regulated motivations, unlike Asian-American students.  
These results point to the need to account for different cultural beliefs and 
practices as related to how parents influence children’s adoption of different 
motivational goal orientations and self-determined regulations.  
Research Questions 4 and 5. The Role of Students’ Perceptions of Classroom 
Structures and Their Own Self-Regulated Motivations on Their Achievement Goal 
Orientations 
The last set of specific research questions and hypotheses I tested (Research 
Questions 4 and 5) were as follows: Do Anglo American and Asian American 
children’s perceptions of the classroom goal structure of their math class predict their 
adoption of their own goal orientations mediated by their self-regulated motivation for 
learning math? Also, do patterns differ between Anglo American and Asian American 
samples? 
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It was hypothesized that both Anglo American and Asian American children’s 
perceptions of the classroom goal structure would significantly predict their own 
purposes or goals in their math class mediated by their self-regulated motivations via 
different paths (see Figure 3 and Figure 4 for hypothesized path models). Also, it was 
predicted that the level of their own goals or perceived parental goals or classroom goal 
structures, would differ between Anglo American and Asian American samples, based 
on Elliot et al. (2001) and Zusho et al. (2003). Thus I proposed the same path model for 
both Anglo American and Asian American samples. 
In general, the full mediation models that hypothesized that students’ self-
regulated motivation for learning would mediate between the students’ perceptions of 
classroom goal structures in the math class and the students’ adoption of different goal 
orientations for their math class did not fit the data well. However, when three more 
direct paths from students’ perceived parental goals to students’ own goal orientations 
and one path from students’ perception of classroom mastery goal structure to their 
introjected regulation were added, the partial mediation model for both Anglo American 
and Asian American students fit the data well (see Figure 7 for a final model for Anglo 
American students; Figure 8 for a final model for Asian American students). Multi-
sample path analyses of classroom variables predicting students’ goal orientations did 
support my hypothesis that the model for both samples would be equivalent.  
Both Anglo American and Asian American students’ personal mastery goal 
orientation was indirectly predicted by their perceptions of classroom mastery goal 
structure, mediated by their identified regulation, but, again, not via intrinsic motivation. 
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The Anglo American students’ personal performance-approach and performance-
avoidance goal orientations were indirectly predicted by the level of their perceptions of 
classroom goal structure as reflecting either performance-approach or performance-
avoidance goals, via introjected regulation. The Asian American students’ personal 
performance-approach and performance-avoidance goal orientations were indirectly 
predicted by the level of their perceptions of classroom goal structure as reflecting 
performance-avoidance rather than performance-approach goals, via introjected 
regulation. Anglo-American, but not Asian-American, students’ perceptions of 
classroom performance-avoidance goal structure also predicted students’ performance-
avoidance goal orientations mediated by students’ external regulation.  
The findings showed that in general, more autonomous forms of regulation were 
associated with more adaptive forms of goal orientations. Both Anglo American and 
Asian American students’ mastery goals were more related to identified regulation than 
to intrinsic motivation, suggesting that students’ adoption of mastery goals seemed to be 
less related to considering the task as interesting and enjoyable, but rather to seeing it as 
important and valuable. Both kinds of performance goals were more related to 
introjected than to external regulations, suggesting that when some degree of 
internalization of the value of a task (introjected regulation) had occurred, ego-involved 
performance goals with their shared commonalities, also increased. 
Initially, I had hypothesized that the model for both samples would be equivalent. 
I found that the multi-sample path analyses with classroom variables supported that the 
models for both samples were equivalent. This result indicates that the relationships 
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between the students’ perceptions of classroom goal structure and their own goal 
orientations may not be significantly different for students of different ethnic 
backgrounds, even though there were ethnic differences in the relationships between the 
students’ perceptions of parents’ goals and motivating styles, and their own goal 
orientations .   
In addition, as I had hypothesized, Asian-American students had higher levels of 
their own performance approach or avoidance goals, perceived parental performance 
goals, and performance approach or avoidance classroom goal structures, when 
compared to Anglo American students. This result also fits well with the results of 
previous studies, such as those of Elliot et al. (2001) and Zusho et al. (2003). 
Implications of the Study 
 This study provided a better understanding of the relations between high school 
students’ own goal orientations and their perceptions of goal related messages that they 
received from direct or indirect environmental sources, taking their ethnic and cultural 
background into consideration. In previous studies, the importance of parental goals has 
received less focus, and more studies have dealt with the role of the classroom context. 
As Suizzo (2007) discussed, preparing teachers, psychologists, and parents to educate 
children with diverse ethnic backgrounds needs a more in-depth understanding of how 
cultural models of parenting children have both similarities and differences across 
ethnic groups, and I tried to contribute to such understanding through this study. This 
study brings more attention to the influence of the background that Asian American 
students would bring to their classroom learning, in particular not only their ethnic 
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backgrounds, but also their immigrant status in the new country. Finally, the current 
study contributes to a comprehensive understanding about how two influential 
motivation theories, goal orientation theory and self-determination theory, could be 
connected and studied to provide a more holistic understanding of human motivation. 
Broadening the application of self-determination theory, in particular, to students of 
different ethnic/cultural backgrounds, I found that, even though the results indicated the 
importance of autonomous motivation for adaptive learning, the means by which 
individuals meet their autonomy needs seemed different in differed ethnic groups of 
students. 
Limitations and Future Directions 
As many researchers have cautioned (Urdan, 2004a; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005, 
Wolters, 2004), the current study was a correlational study, and as such, should be 
carefully interpreted, so as to avoid making causal claims. Even though I constructed 
path models with hypotheses based on interpretations of the available previous research 
and I justified these path models theoretically, still the data came from self-report 
answers to questionnaires, and these may have been limited in their ability to capture 
the relevant variables. Another limitation of the study includes the relatively small 
sample size for the two groups of students. Also, had I had enough students to represent 
the different sub-groups, it would have been interesting to test the interaction of ethnic 
background and generational status, something that I leave to future studies. Finally, the 
current study examined the between group differences, grouping Asian American 
students and Anglo American students, thus more research is needed including 
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qualitative studies, to investigate the within group differences.  
An important concern of future studies should focus on the direction of influence 
from parents on children and from children on parents. As measures of parental 
variables are often derived from students’ perceptions of their parents, the reciprocal 
nature of these influences may be particularly difficult to unravel. Thus, in addition to 
the measurement issue, it remains to be tested whether parents who use a controlling 
motivating style have children who then adopt less self-determined regulations or 
whether students who are less self-determined and more performance goal oriented 
elicit from their parents a more controlling motivating style. In addition, my colleagues 
and I observed discrepancies between students’ perceptions of their parents’ goal 
orientations for them and the parents’ own reports, a most interesting and puzzling 
finding, from our previous studies (Kim, Schallert, Kim, 2007). Thus, more research 
examining influences of parents based on their own report would be helpful. 
Finally, my hope is to encourage a different view of what it means to take a 
cultural perspective on motivation, not by showing that different ethnic origins are in 
themselves unique in how parents and children relate. Rather, the point is that the 
theories and constructs associated with motivation need to consider always the degree to 
which the social, familial, and contextual influences that I posit are universal.  
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Appendix A: Personal Achievement Goal Orientations 
Here are some questions about yourself as a student in the context of the MATH 
CLASS you are taking this semester. Each question has a scale from 1(not at all true) 
to 7(very true). Please circle the number that best describes what you think. There is no 
right or wrong answer on these items, so please be honest in answering questions.  
 
 
This question is an example. 
Example: I enjoy reading my textbook. 
 
       1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
      Not at All            Somewhat              Very  
           True            True               True 
  
1. It’s important to me that I learn a lot of new concepts this year. 
2. It’s important to me that other students in my class think I am good at my class work. 
3. It’s important to me that I don’t look stupid in class. 
4. One of my goals in class is to learn as much as I can. 
5. One of my goals is to show others that I’m good at my class work. 
6. One of my goals is to keep others from thinking I’m not smart in class. 
7. One of my goals is to master a lot of new skills this year. 
8. One of my goals is to show others that class work is easy for me. 
9. It’s important to me that I thoroughly understand my class work. 
10. One of my goals is look smart in comparison to the other students in my class. 
11. It’s important to me that my teacher doesn’t think that I know less than others in 
class. 
12. It’s important to me that I improve my skills this year. 
13. It’s important to me that I look smart compared to others in my class. 
14. One of my goals in class is to avoid looking like I have trouble doing the work. 
 
 
Mastery goal orientation: 1, 4, 7, 9, 12 
Performance-Approach Goal Orientation: 2, 5, 8, 10, 13 
Performance- Avoidance Goal Orientation: 3, 6, 11, 14 
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Appendix B: Perceptions of Classroom Goal Structures 
 
Here are some questions about the MATH CLASS you are taking and about the 
work you do in the class this semester. Each question has a scale from 1(not at all true 
of me) to 7(very true of me). Please circle the number that best describes what you think. 
There is no right or wrong answer on these items, so please be honest in answering 
questions. No one at school or home will see your answers.  
 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
      Not at All            Somewhat              Very  
           True            True               True 
 
1. In our class, trying hard is very important. 
2. In our class, showing others that you are not bad at class work is really important. 
3. In our class, how much you improve is really important. 
4. In our class, getting good grades is the main goal. 
5. In our class, really understanding the material is the main goal. 
6. In our class, getting right answers is very important. 
7. In our class, it’s important that you don’t make mistakes in front of everyone. 
8. In our class, it’s important to understand the work, not just memorize it. 
9. In our class, it’s important not to do worse than other students.  
10. In our class, learning new ideas and concepts is very important. 
11. In our class, it’s very important not to look dumb. 
12. In our class, it’s OK to make mistakes as long as you are learning. 
13. In our class, it’s important to get high scores on tests. 
14. In our class, one of the main goals is to avoid looking like you can't do the work. 
 
Classroom Mastery Goal Structure: 1, 3, 5, 8, 10, 12  
Classroom Performance-Approach Goal Structure: 4, 6, 13 
Classroom Performance-Avoid Goal Structure: 2, 7, 9, 11, 14 
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Appendix C: Perceptions of Parents’ Goal Orientations 
Below are examples of things students sometimes feel about their parents. Each 
question has a scale from 1(not at all true of me) to 7(very true of me). Please circle the 
number that best describes what you think. There is no right or wrong answer on these 
items, so please be very honest and tell us how true each of these is for you. Parents will 
never see your answers.  
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
      Not at All            Somewhat              Very  
           True            True               True 
 
 
1. My parents want me to spend time thinking about concepts. 
2. My parents don’t like it when I make mistakes in my class work.  
3. My parents would like it if I could show that I’m better at class work than other 
students in my class. 
4. My parents want my work to be challenging for me. 
5. My parents would like me to show others that I am good at class work. 
6. My parents would like it if I didn’t look stupid in class. 
7. My parents would like me to do challenging class work, even if I make mistakes. 
8. My parents think getting the right answers in class is very important. 
9. My parents think that it’s important not to do worse than other students.  
10. My parents want me to understand my class work, not just memorize how to do it. 
11. My parents think that it’s important that my teacher doesn’t think that I know less 
than others in class 
12. My parents want me to see how my class work relates to things outside of school. 
13. My parents would be pleased if I could show that class work is easy for me. 
14. My parents want me to understand concepts, not just do the work. 
15. My parents want me to avoid looking like I have trouble doing the work in class. 
 
 
Parent Mastery Goal: 1, 4, 7, 10, 12, 14  
Parent Performance Goal: 2, 3, 5, 8, 13  
Parent Performance Goal (avoidance): 6, 9, 11, 15  
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Appendix D: Perceptions of Parents’ Motivating Styles 
Controlling or Autonomy Supportive 
 
Below are examples of things students sometimes feel about their parents. Each 
question has a scale from 1(not at all true of me) to 7(very true of me). Please circle the 
number that best describes what you think. There is no right or wrong answer on these 
items, so please be very honest and tell us how true each of these is for you. Parents will 
never see your answers.  
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
      Not at All            Somewhat              Very  
           True            True               True 
 
 
1. My parents seem to know how I feel about things. 
2. My parents whenever possible, allow me to choose what to do. 
3. My parents expect me to act right away when they make a request. 
4. My parents try to tell me how to run my life. 
5. My parents try to understand how I see things. 
6. My parents are always telling me how I should behave. 
7. My parents tell me exactly how to do my work. 
8. My parents listen to my opinion or perspective when I’ve got a problem. 
9. My parents try to tell me what kinds of friends I should have. 
10. My parents allow me to contradict or disagree with their opinion. 
11. My parents insist upon my doing things their way. 
12. My parents are usually able to consider things from my point of view. 
13. My parents can always tell how I feel about important matters. 
14. My parents help me to choose my own direction. 
15. My parents aren’t very sensitive to my own needs. 
 
Autonomy-Support Items: 1, 2, 5, 8, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15(r) 
Control Items: 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 11,  
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Appendix E: Self-Regulation Questionnaire - Academics (SRQ-A). 
Here are some questions about yourself as a student in the context of the MATH 
CLASS you are taking this semester. Each question has a scale from 1(not at all true 
of me) to 7(very true of me) Please circle the number that best describes what you think. 
There is no right or wrong answer on these items, so please be honest in answering 
questions. No one at school or home will see your answers. 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
      Not at All            Somewhat              Very  
           True            True               True 
 
A.  Why do I do my homework? 
 1. Because I want the teacher to think I’m a good student. 
 2. Because I’ll get in trouble if I don’t. 
 3. Because it’s fun. 
 4. Because I will feel bad about myself if I don’t do it. 
 5. Because I want to understand the subject. 
 6. Because that’s what I’m supposed to do. 
 7. Because I enjoy doing my homework. 
 8. Because it’s important to me to do my homework. 
 
B.  Why do I work on my class work? 
 9. So that the teacher won’t yell at me. 
 10. Because I want the teacher to think I’m a good student. 
 11. Because I want to learn new things. 
 12. Because I’ll be ashamed of myself if it didn’t get done. 
 13. Because it’s fun. 
 14. Because that’s the rule. 
 15. Because I enjoy doing my classwork. 
 16. Because it’s important to me to work on my classwork. 
 
C.  Why do I try to answer hard questions in class? 
 17. Because I want the other students to think I’m smart. 
 18. Because I feel ashamed of myself when I don’t try. 
 19. Because I enjoy answering hard questions. 
 20. Because that’s what I’m supposed to do. 
 21. To find out if I’m right or wrong. 
 22. Because it’s fun to answer hard questions. 
 23. Because it’s important to me to try to answer hard questions in class. 
 24. Because I want the teacher to say nice things about me. 
 
D.  Why do I try to do well in school? 
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 25. Because that’s what I’m supposed to do. 
 26. So my teachers will think I’m a good student 
 27. Because I enjoy doing my school work well. 
 28. Because I will get in trouble if I don’t do well. 
 29. Because I’ll feel really bad about myself if I don’t do well. 
 30. Because it’s important to me to try to do well in school. 
 31. Because I will feel really proud of myself if I do well. 
 32. Because I might get a reward if I do well. 
 
 External Regulation:  2, 6, 9, 14, 20, 24, 25, 28, 32 
 Introjected Regulation: 1, 4, 10, 12, 17, 18, 26, 29, 31 
 Identified Regulation:  5, 8, 11, 16, 21, 23, 30 
 Intrinsic Motivation:  3, 7, 13, 15, 19, 22, 27 
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Appendix F: Demographic Information  
 
 
Throughout the surveys, you will be asked to respond about yourself in 
one MATHEMATICS CLASS that you are taking this semester. What type
of 
 
MATHEMATICS CLASS will you be using as the basis for your responses to the 
surveys? Please write down the name of the class, class time, and last name of the teacher. 
 
(1) Name of the class _______________________   
(2) Class time ________________   
(3) Last name of the teacher ______________________ 
 
Here are some questions about yourself as a student in the context of the MATH 
CLASS you are taking this semester.  
 
Each question has a scale from 1 (not at all true) to 7 (very true).  
Please circle the number that best describes what you think.  
There is no right or wrong answer on these items, so please be honest in answering 
questions.  
No one at school or home will see your answers.  
 
Example: 
    
Not at All         Somewhat            Very  
   True              True              True 
I enjoy reading my textbook.  1 2 3 4 ⑤ 6 7  
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Please put a checkmark in the boxes ( F ) and fill in the blanks with your responses. 
 
1. Your Sex:  F Male F Female 
 
2. Your Age: ________ years old 
 
3. What is yours and your parents’ ethnic background?  Check off the best description below: 
 
 
Asian, 
Asian 
American 
American 
Indian 
Native 
American 
Black, 
African 
American 
Latino/a, 
Mexican, 
Mexican 
American 
White, 
Euro-
American 
Mixed or Other  
(write in below): 
 
______________ 
(1) You F F F F F F 
(2) Father F F F F F F 
(3) Mother F F F F F F 
 
4. Is English your native/home language?   
F Yes F No (If not, please specify: ______________) 
 
5. Did you immigrate or move to the U.S. from elsewhere?  
F Yes (Then, how old were you? ____ years old)  F No  
 
6. Where were you and your parents born (State or Country)? Please answer as specifically as you know. 
(1) Your Birthplace: __________________________________ 
(2) Your father’s Birthplace: __________________________________ (or check here if you don’t 
know F) 
(3) Your mother’s Birthplace: __________________________________ (or check here if you don’t 
know F) 
 
7. Generation - Check off the best description below: 
F 1st generation (I and my mother were born in another country.) 
F 2nd generation (I was born in the US, and my mother was born in another country.) 
F 3rd generation (I and my mother were born in the US, and my grandparents were born in another 
country.) 
F 4th generation (I and my mother were born in the US. And, as far as I know, my grandparents were 
born in the US.) 
 
8. What is your approximate grade in your math class? Letter grade (A, B, C, D, etc.): ______  
 
9. Who is your primary care-giver during the day, for most of the week? 
F Your Mother F Your Father F Your Grandmother F Your Grandfather 
F Your older sibling F Other (write in):_____________________________ 
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Appendix G: Consent Forms for children  
 
CONSENT FORM 
 
The role of parents’ and teachers’ motivating style toward children’s learning and 
motivation 
 
 
Your child, ____________, is invited to participate in a study. My name is Jung-In Kim and I 
am a graduate student at The University of Texas at Austin, Department of Educational 
Psychology. I am working under the direction of Diane Schallert, Ph.D., Professor of the 
Department of Educational Psychology. I am asking for your permission to include your child in 
this study. I expect to have around 600 children from the High School in this study. 
 
The purpose of this study is to identify the role of parents’ and teachers’ motivation styles and 
how these styles are related to children’s own motivation for learning in school. 
 
If you agree to allow your child to participate in this study, your child will be invited 
to complete several questionnaires in a classroom under teacher supervision. The questionnaire
will include several measures of motivation.  
s 
 
Total estimated time to participate in the study is 10-15 minutes. Students who do not have a 
parent’s consent to participate in the study will be completing an alternate activity as decided in 
discussion with teacher. 
 
Benefits of being in the study: There will be no direct benefit to your child following 
participation in this study. However, your child’s assistance through participation will help me 
and other researchers to better understand why students are motivated in a certain way and what 
influences their parents have on their students’ motivation. Also the general results will be 
shared with the High School in 2007, so that teachers and parents can provide better support in 
motivating children of the High School in the future. Please note that in no way will the results 
of your child be identified or reported individually to anyone at the school. 
 
Risk of being in the study: Risk of being in the study is no greater than everyday life. One 
potential risk is the loss of confidentiality. In order to minimize this potential risk, all 
information will be kept in locked storage and accessed only by me. In addition, all identifying 
information will be removed and only responses will be considered in the data analysis and 
publications.  
 
Confidentiality and Privacy Protections: The records of this study will be stored securely and 
kept confidential. Authorized persons from The University of Texas at Austin, members of the 
Institutional Review Board, and faculty sponsors have the legal right to review your child’s 
research records and will protect the confidentiality of those records to the extent permitted by law. 
All publications will exclude any information that will make it possible to identify your child as 
a subject.  
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Contacts and Questions: Your decision to allow your child to participate in this study will not 
affect your child’s present or future relationships with your child’s school or with the University 
of Texas at Austin. If you have questions later, want additional information, or wish to withdraw 
your child’s participation, contact either Jung-In Kim (junginkim@mail.utexas.edu; 1-512-573-
4767) or Professor Diane Schallert (dschallert@mail.utexas.edu) and we will be happy to 
address your concerns. If you have questions about your child’s rights as a research participant, 
complaints, concerns, or questions about the research, please contact Lisa Leiden, Ph.D., Chair 
of The University of Texas at Austin Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human 
Subjects, (512) 471-8871 or email: orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu. 
 
You may keep the copy of this consent form.  
 
 
You are making a decision about agreeing to allow your child to participate in this study. Your 
signature below indicates that you have read the information provided above and have decided 
to allow your child to participate in the study. Your child’s participation is entirely voluntary and 
your child can refuse to participate without penalty or loss of benefits. If you later decide that 
you wish to withdraw your permission for your child to participate in the study, simply tell me. 
You may discontinue your child’s participation at any time by simply telling the researcher. 
 
_________________________________ 
Printed Name of child 
 
_________________________________    _________________ 
Signature of Parent(s) or Legal Guardian Date 
 
 
_________________________________    _________________ 
Signature of Investigator      Date 
 
 
For the student:  
 
I have read the description of the study titled (The role of parents’ and teachers’ motivating style 
toward children’s learning and motivation) that is printed above, and I understand what the 
procedures are and what will happen to me in the study. I have received permission from my 
parent(s) to participate in the study, and I agree to participate in it. I know that I can quit the 
study at any time. 
 
____________________________     _________________ 
Signature of Minor                              Date 
 
 
 
I am trying to encourage students to show this consent form to their parents by offering them a 
small gift for returning the form even if their parents do not wish to have their child participate. 
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If you do NOT wish to have your child participate, please check the box below and sign your 
name below.  
 
□ No, I do not want my child to participate in this study  
 
_________________________________    _________________ 
Signature of Parent(s) or Legal Guardian Date 
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